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I_- INTRODUCTION 


BACKGROUND 


The Select Committee on Economic and Cultural Nationalism was 
appointed by the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Ontario on 
December 17, 1971. The Select Committee is composed of 11 M.P.P.s from 
the three Provincial Parties under the chairmanship of Mr. Russel D. 


Rowe. 


The Select Committee engaged Kates, Peat, Marwick & Co. to 
conduct a study of the perceived and actual behaviour of Canadian- and 
foreign-controlled companies in six specific industries in the province. 
To obtain a better indication of peoples‘ attitudes on many issues re- 
lated to foreign ownership, the Committee also engaged Kates, Peat, 


Marwick & Co., together with its sub-contractor, Canadian Facts Co. Ltd., 


to undertake two attitude surveys of selected people in Ontario. 


One of the two surveys was of four Ontario communities, and 


was conducted at two levels: 


- personal interviews with community leaders 


- a door-to-door survey of the general public. 





1. These industry studies are reported in separate volumes and comprise 
the following: advertising, architecture and engineering consulting, 
auto parts, electronics, mining, and forest-based industries. 


This report contains the results of the survey. In this section, the 
methodology of the study is described. Then the findings of the commu- 
nity leader interviews and the general public survey are discussed in 
turn. The report concludes with a summary and comparison of both sets 


of findings. 
METHODOLOGY 
The general purpose of the survey was to determine: 
- the extent of awareness of and concern for foreign 
ownership in the smaller urban centres of Ontario 
- the perceived impact of foreign- and Canadian- 
owned corporations on the community. 
The use of both a relatively unstructured interview (with community 
leaders) and a structured questionnaire (administered to a random sample 
of community residents) provided both qualitative and quantifiable in- 
formation on the subjects discussed. The personal interviews were used 
to probe opinions and detect more subtle attitudes toward foreign owner- 


ship, while the door-to-door survey produced data that more reliably ref- 


lected a cross-section of opinion within each community. 


The two surveys were conducted within the same time period 


(during May/June 1973), but the community leader interviews began about 


two weeks before the general public survey 4 


2. Labour union leaders in each of the four communities were interviewed 
in September/October, 1973 and their attitudes have been included in 
the reporting of the community leader results. With the exception of 
the proposed C.D.C. offer to Texasgulf shareholders, which we attempted 
to take into account in a general way in describing the attitudes, it 
is felt that there is no major distortion of the labour leaders views 
as a result of this time lag. 


Selection 
of Communities 


Four small urban centres in Ontario, labelled #N, #8, #£, and 
iw? were selected as the sites for both the interviews and the question- 
naire survey. It was intended that the selected communities would pro- 
vide a range of attributes in terms of size, location, economic diversity, 
and prosperity which would allow some general inferences to be drawn 
concerning the possible interactions between these factors and opinions 


on foreign ownership issues. The criteria for their selection included 


the following: 


geographic location: at least one community (#N) 


was to be in Northern Ontario 


- proximity to a large urban centre: at least one 
community (#E) was to be part of a large urban 


region (in this case, the Toront-Centred Region) 


- industrial base: at least one community (#N and, 
to a degree, #S) was to have a single industry as 
its economic base; at least one other (#W) was to 
be highly diversified in terms of industry 


- income and unemployment levels: the communities 
were to provide a range of income and unemployment 


levels, including at least one (#N) which exper- 
ienced significant seasonal unemployment 


- community size; the population of the selected com- 
munities was to range from 15,000 (#S) to 100,000 
(#W) (1971 census) 


3. The label identifies the relative location of each of the communities 
in Ontario, i.e. North, South, East, and West. 


- foreign ownership: the degree of foreign ownership 

of manufacturing establishments was to vary among 
the four communities. 

Selection of the four communities also was related to the six 
industries studied (advertising, architects and engineering consultants, 
electronics, auto parts, pulp and paper, and mining) in KPM&Co.'s over- 
all project on foreign ownership. Thus, each community contains companies 
prominent in at least one of the six industries studied. The names of 
the four small urban centres that were chosen are not disclosed, so that 
the anonymity of the firms subjected to in-depth study in other parts of 


the project will not be jeopardized. 


Community 


Leaders Survey 


Personal, semi-structured interviews were conducted with com- 
munity leaders; all interviews, with the exception of those with labour 
leader representatives, were conducted by the same person, a member of. 


the professional staff of Kates, Peat, Marwick & Co., in May 1973. 


The individuals interviewed were selected on the basis of 
their occupations and their exposure to various interests within the 


community, including: 


- municipal government 
- radio and/or television 


- newSpapers 


- education 

- major religious institutions 
- fund-raising 

- the Chamber of Commerce 

- women's groups 


=--labour wnions- 


In most cases contacts with individuals were made by requesting the 
mayor's or the reeve's office to enlist the co-operation of the acknow- 
ledged community leaders. Care was taken to ensure that these indivi- 
duals were selected without a particular bias, and the results of the 
interviews indicate that there was no party line espoused by the inter- 


vewee. The mayor or reeve and a council member also were interviewed. 


The attitudes of ,opinion and civic leaders are not, of course, 
statistically representative of the whole community. These people are, 
however, familiar with the main social and political groups within the 
community. It was explained at the outset of each interview that while 
we did not expect spokesmanship, we hoped the issues could be discussed 
from the viewpoint of the interest group with which the interviewee was 


most strongly involved. 


A total of 32 interviews was conducted. All but three were 
semi-structured; that is, the purpose of the interview was explained, 


followed by a discussion of eight specific issues related to foreign 


ownership. Although the main issues were raised by the interviewer, 
the interviewees were encouraged to expand upon them; general comments 
also were encouraged, whether or not they related directly to the issues 


raised. 


Three of the interviewees preferred to speak independently, 
without the interviewer's guidance. In some cases, they covered the 
interview topics in their discussions; all were encouraged to speak 
freely. Co-operation from those interviewed and from the mayors" of- 


fices was excellent. Interviews averaged just over an hour in length. 


General 


Public Survey 


Structured interviews were conducted on a door-to-door basis 
in each of the four communities selected, during May 1973. The question- 
naire design, sample selection, interviewing, coding, and tabulation 
were undertaken by Canadian Facts Co. Ltd. as a sub-contract of the over- 
all KPM&Co. study. The questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix A to 


this report. 


The sample size set for each community was 100 completed in- 
terviews of the general public aged 18 years old and over. The sample 
was entirely random, with interviewers assigned to different blocks 
spread across each of the towns selected. Care was taken to ensure that 
the sample included a mix of respondents in terms of their age, marital 


status, and relative position in the household. 


The questionnaire was deliberately structured to conceal its 
foreign ownership orientation for as long as possible. Thus, in asking 
for co-operation for the interview, the interviewer gave no hint about 


the purpose of the questionnaire. 


The questions were designed to reduce possible bias. For 
example, in one set of questions, good corporate citizen statements 


were attributed equally to Canadian-owned and foreign-owned firms. 


When the completed questionnaires were coded, open-ended ques- 
tions were carefully checked to ensure that no relevant themes, ideas, 


or responses were omitted. 
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II - COMMUNITY LEADERS SURVEY 


As mentioned earlier, an attempt was made to interview commu- 
nity leaders in several areas of interest in each community. This was 
not always possible, for various reasons: 

- some communities did not have local groups of a 

specific category (for example, radio or television 


stations) 


- conflicting schedules sometimes precluded meeting 
specific individuals in the time available 


- some communities recommended substitutes for certain 
categories. 


Exhibit 1 indicates those interviewed in each community. 


At the beginning of each interview, it was clearly stated that 
the subject for discussion was foreign ownership. While the interview 
was relatively unstructured, an attempt was made to elicit responses to 
eight specific issues associated with foreign ownership. These issues, 
which are listed in Exhibit 2, were designed to explore general attitudes 
toward foreign ownership and the perceived impact of foreign- and Canadian- 


owned firms on the local community. 
SUMMARY OF OPINIONS 


Exhibit 3 summarizes numerically the responses of the individuals 
interviewed. The table shows only those categories in which responses 


fell; it does not give a comprehensive list of possible replies, since 


LO: 


EXHIBIT 1 


COMMUNITY LEADERS INTERVIEWED 


Identification by Interest Categor | 


Mayor or Reeve 











COMMUNITY 
SR Caan rs ed Pe he 















Councillor or Alderman 
Radio/T.V. Personality 
Newspaper Editor/Publisher 


Representative of Fund-Raising 





Representative of Women's Group 





of Education 





Representative 


Representative of Religious 
Institution 


Chamber of Commerce Executive 


Union Representative 


1 One individual was involved in both areas. 

2. Community #S does not have either a local radio or TV station. 
3. Unstructured interview. 
Zi 
5 


Notes; 


This individual was also on the Town Council. 
Alderman, also involved in Chamber of Commerce. 


Kates, Peat, Marwick & Co. 


ate 


EXHIBIT 2 


ISSUES RAISED 





1. Awareness and concern 
about foreign ownership 












Pervasiveness of 
foreign ownership 






Anti-foreign ownership 
vs. anti-Americanism 








4. Corporate citizenship 


More foreign ownership 


Union with the United 
States 


Canadian take-overs of 
foreign-owned companies 


Government involvement 














Whether the residents of the community are overt- 
ly aware (or care) about foreign ownership. How 
the residents are affected by foreign ownership. 


Whether there is an overall "chain reaction" ef- 

fect from foreign ownership; i.e. whether foreign- 
owned companies tend to purchase supplies and services 
from other foreign-owned companies, or to be unionized 
by international unions. 


Whether U.S. ownership or foreign ownership per 
se is the more relevant issue. 


Whether the larger foreign-owned companies have 
contributed to the community. How beneficial 

their contribution has been - if possible, relative 
to that of Canadian-owned companies. 


Whether more foreign ownership (either through expan- 
sion of existing companies or formation of new ones) 
is encouraged by the community. 


Whether foreign ownership will ultimately lead to 
formal union (economic and/or political) with the 
Ves. 


Whether any currently foreign-dominated industries 
should or could be rendered more Canadian through 
take-overs of foreign-owned firms by Canadian interests 


Whether the government should do anything about 
foreign ownership. If so, 


(a) what level of government should take action? 
(b) should government action be aimed at limiting 
foreign ownership or at ensuring improved 


corporate citizenship of foreign- and Canadian- 
owned companies? 
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not all options were mentioned by the interviewees. For example, in 
discussions on issue 5, relating to the desirability of more foreign 

ownership in the community, the table omits reference to totally nega- 
tive replies. The reason is that not one person interviewed felt that 


increased foreign ownership in his community would be undesirable, re- 
gardless of circumstances. 

The response totals were based on one of two factors: 

- either a direct statement by the interviewee of 
a specific opinion regarding the issue, 

- or, where no direct statement was made, an inter- 
pretation, by the interviewer, of the interviewee's 
discussion of the issue; in most such cases, the 
interviewer checked his interpretation with the 
interviewee to ensure correct understanding. 

Some interviewees made more than one comment on an issue - for example, 
several suggestions were offered concerning government action on foreign 
ownership (issue 8b). For this reason, and because we felt all comments 


should be tabulated equally, the total number of responses by community 


may be greater than the number of people interviewed in that community. 


The table below shows the total number of responses for each 


community: 


comity Jd 
See ee ee 


Actual Replies 
"No Comment" 
Total Replies 


% "No Comment" 





14. 


SUMMARY 
BY COMMUNITY 

The most notable impression was that, through the interviews 
with opinion and civic leaders, a distinct atmosphere was conveyed in 
all four communities, regarding not only foreign ownership, but overall 
public feeling as well. The discussion below first attempts to summarize 
each community's general tone. Responses to the issues also are pre- 


sented; in some cases, comments are quoted directly or paraphrased. 


Community #N 


The general attitude gleaned in community #N was really two- 
fold: First, perhaps more than any of the other communities, #N owes 
its continued existence almost exclusively to one foreign-owned company. 
While those interviewed were quite frank about their community's de- 
pendence on foreign ownership, however, they did not feel threatened by 


aby. 


Second, the feeling of civic pride was an undertone to most 
of the discussions. In summary, #N can be described as a relatively 
large community which is concerned about its lack of growth, desires 
growth, and does not fear the loss of its community atmosphere through 


this growth. 


1. Awareness of and 


Concern about Foreign Ownership 


All but two of those interviewed felt that the average resident 


of community #N was aware that the larger manufacturing companies were 


foreign-owned; but most of those who commented on whether the residents 
cared about the ownership of a company replied negatively. This dual 
response was justified by combinations of the following factors: 

- with only a small number of companies, people can 

be more knowledgeable about each one, yet feel 
the degree of foreign ownership is not excessive 

- the community's economic base is mining; residents 

know that this industry has been primarily foreign- 
owned in the area 

- the existence of the (mining) companies is important; 

the ownership of these companies is almost irrelevant. 

One interviewee who felt the public did not know which com- 
panies were foreign-owned could not expand on his amswer. He felt, 
however, that ownership was not relevant to residents of the community 
as long as the company provided a good standard of living to its emp- 
loyees. The other interviewee who claimed that citizens were unaware 
compared this situation to a lack of knowledge of the differences between 
federal and provincial politics; both are issues that "people do not 


think about?’. 


2. Pervasiveness of 


Foreign Ownership 


The majority of the interviewees stated that they had no know- 
ledge of the issue and thus could not discuss it. This is perhaps because 
the largest foreign-owned company is not unionized, and unions were the 
most obvious example of the chain reaction of foreign ownership that the 


interviewees could think of. 


1 


LG 


Of the three interviewees who commented on the issue, two 
felt that foreign ownership does stimulate a chain reaction of foreign 
ownership. One of the two cited the general issue of unions, and the 
other cited an example whereby a foreign-owned company had called in a 
(non-local) foreign-owned company on a sub-contract. The third res- 
pondent referred to a particular equipment purchase decision, whereby 
a foreign-controlled firm switched from a U.K. to a Canadian supplier 
although the British product was of a superior quality. 

3. Anti-Foreign Ownership 

versus Anti-Americanism 

Opinions on this issue were almost evenly divided, although 

one interviewee would state only that "it's not an issue; people are 


people, no matter where they are from". 


Those who claimed that the feeling was against foreign owner- 
ship generally gave quite different reasons for their opinions. These 
ranged from very emotional nationalistic statements - "we do not want | 
anybody taking (part) in our country because we have the most beautiful 
country in the world" - to a slight fear that although we now have ''the 
best of all possible worlds" because of foreign investment, we must 
maintain our Canadian identity and not "be swallowed up" by foreign 


interests. 


One of those who stated that the feeling was predominantly 


anti-American insisted that we Canadians are not like Americans "just 


Liss 


because we speak a common language’; his implication was that Americans 


assume we are the same as they are and that Canadians resent this. 


The other person who claimed the anti-foreign ownership issue 
reflected anti-Americanism felt that recent social problems and the 
Vietnam war issue had, in the past few years, heightened anti-Americanism. 
This person spoke primarily about youth, among whom, he felt, a Canadian 
identity is definitely emerging. Young residents of community #N want, 
as Canadians, "positions of control and to effect change" when they are 
older. They want the Federal Government to ensure these rights for 
them; they do not want to be like Americans or part of the American cul- 


ture or economy. 


4. Corporate Citizenship 


As shown in Exhibit 3, six of the seven people who commented 
on this issue felt that the foreign-controlled companies were good cor- 
porate citizens, although some interviewees were less enthusiastic than 
others. The discussions centred on the American-owned mining companies, 
with emphasis on the largest three. The general feeling was that these 
firms had contributed "significantly in that they had provided continued 
life for (the community)". One interviewee was specifically complimen- 
tary about one company: "They are a wonderful company; we love them and 
are glad to have them in the community (because) they really saved (us)." 
Another person was less ecstatic, and said that although this company 


had good relations with its employees, neither Canadian- nor foreign- 


LS 


controlled companies have ever really been good corporate citizens. 


Examples were cited of the specific contributions of various 
firms to civic projects such as arenas, hospital services, parks, scholar- 
ships, fund drives, and rehabilitation programs. Some of those inter- 
viewed, however, expressed near-indignation with the most recent (foreign- 
owned) mining company in the area. These people felt that the older 
firms (Canadian-owned) had "almost built the town", and although they 
did not pay as well, they had provided many amenities (such as housing, 
hospitals, and arenas). When the large foreign-owned company came to 
the area, the community had already been established; the company con- 
tributed to the town, but only on a relatively marginal basis compared 
to the basic needs met by the older companies in the past. Further, by 
paying much higher wages (which according to one interviewee, was a move 
designed to keep it non-unionized), the foreign-owned company caused 
some resentment among other miners. The feeling expressed was roughly 
that, while this foreign-owned mining company had "saved" the Sera - 
an act that was necessary and appreciated - the price paid was pride 


and harmony. 


5. More Foreign Ownership 


Two of those interviewed were totally enthusiastic about more 
foreign ownership in community #N: they were "all for it" and would 
"eo for it all the way". Most others re-phrased the question as an 


option. The consensus here was that if the choice were between foreign- 
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and Canadian-owned firms, Canadians firms would be preferred; but if 


there were no such choice, more foreign ownership would be welcomed. 


The focal point of the discussions was always employment. With 
the qualification that no company, whatever its ownership, should dis- 
place employed residents, the more jobs it created, the more welcome a 
firm would be. This tremendous concern with HEN Ri ae is partly due to 
the fluctuating nature of mining, the slow rate of growth of employment 


in the community, and the desire for more growth. 


There was one qualified response. This interviewee discussed 
the desirability of increased foreign ownership in three specific areas 
of investment: 

- development of a new ore body - here the community 

would welcome more foreign ownership 


- forestry - the community would accept more foreign 
ownership 


- land - the community would oppose more foreign 
ownership. 
6. Union with 
the United States 
Only one interviewee felt that American ownership in Canada 
was going to lead to formal union with the United States. This was ex- 
plained on the local level as resulting from the continual need to turn 
more and more to the United States for economic survival. It was also 
explained on the global level as a possible future need to unite against 


communism. 
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The remaining people interviewed did not feel that American 
ownership was leading to union with the United States. While some agreed 
that "the fear (of union) will always be there", this was attributed to 
the continuing integration or interdependence of the economies of the 
two nations. This group felt that Canada's emerging identity as a "very 
special group of people" would be a strong enough deterrent to formal 
political or economic union with the States. If anything, national 
pride could counter the effects of American ownership; emotionally, 
Canadians feel no longer inferior to Americans but superior to them. 

And if necessary, realizing that foreign ownership of industries is not 
wholly detrimental, "we in Canada have enough natural resources and 
leaders to look after ourselves". Many responses, particularly empha- 
Sized by one person, was that neither economic nor political union with 


the United States would be desirable for Canada. 


7. Canadian Take-overs of 


Foreign-Owned Companies 


Without giving specific examples, three of those interviewed 
were generally in favour of equivalent Canadian-owned companies replacing 
foreign-controlled ones in foreign-dominated industries. These people 
felt that Canadians had the expertise but lacked the capitaluto do-so. 
Two others interviewed, however, felt generally that Canadian take-overs 
were not possible because we lack the expertise (as well as the capital). 
In their opinion, foreign-controlled companies were just too big to be 


taken over. 


Regarding the possibility of nationalization of foreign- 
controlled companies, three of the four who discussed this issue were 
against it and one thought this would be the only means of effecting 
Canadian take-overs. The consensus against nee toate oe el od stemmed from 
the belief that nationalized industries lack incentives to make a profit, 
and that the public suffers through higher taxation. The individual who 
said he would accept a government take-over thought that if this in- 
centive problem could be resolved, it would be worthwhile. Furthermore, 
the feeling was that government should provide leadership and encourage- 
ment to Canadians to shed the tendency to be risk-avoiders in their 
investment practices, an attitude which makes the country dependent on 


foreign capital. 


8. Government Involvement 

The various discussions on this issue can probably be best sum- 
med up by one interviewee's comment that government should take an active 
role because "I suppose we just cannot let (foreign owners) have every- 
thing". The Federal Government, either alone or in consultation with 
provincial and/or municipal governments, was seen as the proper authority 
to be concerned with foreign ownership. The most frequent comment was 
that there should be restrictions on profits leaving Canada; the ques- 
tion was also raised about whether reinvestment of profits should be re- 
directed to the region where it was earned rather than elsewhere in 
Canada. One interviewee emphasized the local as well as the national 


perspective by saying that it does not matter who runs the venture as 
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long as the local community and provincial and federal governments get 


an adequate share of the profits. 


The various other degrees and types of government involvement 
mentioned were: 
- partnership ventures with private enterprise 
(foreign- or Canadian-controlled) 


- ensuring a majority Canadian interest on boards of 
directors and/or in equity shares 


- "reviewing" the amount of foreign ownership coming 
into Canada, especially regarding natural resources 


- encouraging Canadian investment, possibly through 
provincial financial assistance to Canadian- 
controlled companies 

- involvement of municipal governments (in a tri- 
level scheme) to ensure local hiring at all 


levels, including management 


- a "supervisory" role (undefined). 


Some additional comments were that the Federal Government should 
maintain a "general knowledge" of the foreign ownership situation, but 
should not have an active role in controlling its growth. Another com- 


ment was that each company should be "reviewed on its own merits". 


Community #5 


Community #S conveyed an impression of harmony, specifically 
as related to interaction with foreign-owned companies. Those inter- 
viewed were extremely complimentary about such interaction and mentioned 


many instances in which a particularly large foreign-owned company had 


helped individual families in the community without seeking recognition. 


The general feeling was that company contributions, large and 
small, were voluntary; no soliciting was necessary to evoke participa- 
tion in community affairs, and participation was whetenear ead’ The tone 
seemed to be, and this perhaps because of the presence of one well appre- 
ciated foreign-owned company, that foreign-owned companies were apt to 
be as good corporate citizens as Canadian-owned ones, particularly in 


regard to concern over the community's welfare. 


1. Awareness of and 


Concern about Foreign Ownership 


Opinions in community #S were equally divided concerning the 
average resident's awareness of which companies are foreign-owned. Those 
who felt there was awareness mentioned the publicity - for example, in 
company employee manuals - regarding ownership that was generated by 
foreign-owned companies. Those who felt there was a lack of awareness 
felt "that this lack of knowledge could easily be corrected if people 


took the time to find. out”. 


Only two persons interviewed believed that the average resident 
of community #S cared about the ownership of companies, whether or not 
there was knowledge of this ownership. Included in their comments was 
the feeling that the "U.S. owns too much - would be better off if it 
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Reasons cited for the general lack of concern included the 


following: 
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- "do not think they care; they are making a good 
living" 


- people "do not stop to think about it" 


- "do not think they care; work is work and that 
is what they are concerned with" 


- people might care if they knew which companies 
were foreign-owned, but they do not know 


- why should we be concerned if the foreign-owned 


companies are "'very much Canadianized" or are "a 
lot better than our own"? 


2. Pervasiveness of 


Foreign Ownership 


Five of those interviewed felt that they did not have sufficient 
knowledge to respond to this issue, but the majority of them elaborated 
on it by conjecture. One individual was certain that the government would 
ensure that foreign-owned companies used Canadian supplies and services. 
The others were not so optimistic; their consensus was that foreign-owned 
(and Canadian-owned) companies use "what is best for them''. One person 
holding this view felt that although the foreign-owned companies try to 
use local people, use of foreign suppliers still creates jobs, and jobs 


are the key factor. 


The two respondents who believed that there was no chain reaction 
effect of foreign ownership in the community were quite emphatic. They 
stated that "this town is paper and I do not see (the chain reaction) in 
this area’ and that "there is no evidence of (this pervasiveness) here", 


but neither interviewee would comment further. 
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One interviewee believed that the chain reaction effect of 
foreign ownership was a factor in the community. He felt, however, that 
the foreign-owned companies which purchase from foreign-owned companies 
do make an effort to use Canadian employees and Canadian-owned companies 
wherever possible. 

3. Anti-Foreign Ownership 

versus Anti-Americanism 

Of the three interviewees who felt that foreign ownership per 
se was the issue, one chose this viewpoint only because he believed 
there was no anti-American ownership feeling in community #S. Another 
individual perhaps best summarized the entire issue: ''(The economics of) 
foreign ownership is (that is, should be) the issue; if anything, the 
theory of (that is, the sentiment associated with) foreign ownership is 
strictly emotional.” The third person felt there was resentment against 
the largest foreign owner, which happened to be American. If the foreign 
ownership was other than American, contended this interviewee, the re- 


sentment would be worse. 


Other interviewees felt that anti-American ownership was the 
issue. One agreed that anti-American emotionalism was strong, but felt 
it was easier to attach negative feelings to one country (the United 
States) than to find out the involvement of all foreign nations in Canada. 
One other comment of an interviewee who felt that anti-Americanism was 
the issue seems particularly telling, in view of the community's com- 
fortable relationship with foreign (U.S.)-owned companies: ''We do not 


want (the United States) to control us, since they now own us." 
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As shown in Exhibit 3, five of the nine responses to this 
issue were "no comment or not an issue". Some of these five felt that, 
if anything, the residents of community #S were pro-American, both re- 
garding ownership (because of good relations with such companies) and 
regarding the United States as a country (because of the proximity to 
the border and the abundance of travel both ways). One interviewee, 
however, would make no comment on the issue because he felt one's opinion 


"depends on political party affiliations". 


4. Corporate Citizenship 


The consensus of the interviewees was that the foreign-owned com- 


panies in community #S had contributed and were continually contributing 
to the town. Adjectives such as "outstanding", "excellent", and "whole- 
hearted'"' were often used in discussing such contributions. One inter- 
viewee qualified his response by explaining that while one large foreign- 
owned company behaved well, another had undergone a bitter strike which 


had strained community relations. 


It was explained that particular foreign-owned companies con- 
tributed in the following ways: 
- financially: to fund drives, building programs, 
and the local university 
- independently: to form teams and scholarships 


- personally: to help private citizens with particular 
problems, such as the handicapped. 


Such contributions thus took the form of dollars, man-hours, 


and supplies. Furthermore, many contributions (such as building a ramp 


at the home of an individual confined to a wheelchair) were unpublicized. 


One interviewee boasted that he "could not say what (one of the larger 


companies) had not done" for the town(!). 


There was one ambivalent response. This person did not be- 
little or disclaim what had been done by foreign-owned companies, but he 
felt that more had to be done in the area of pollution control. He 
recognized, however, that some companies were doing more than others to 


repair this situation. 


The only comment regarding the relative corporate citizenship 
of foreign- versus Canadian-owned companies was as follows: "Canadian 
firms are lagging behind foreign-owned (ones) although Canadian (firms) 


are smaller for the most part." 


5. More Foreign Ownership 


As shown in Exhibit 3, seven of those responding to this issue 


felt that more foreign ownership would be encouraged in community #5, 


with no restrictions. The following reasons were cited for this opinion: 


- four people felt any company would be welcomed, 
regardless of ownership 


- one person felt that more employment would en- 
courage youth to remain in the town 


- one person believed the existing foreign-owned 
companies were good corporate citizens 
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- another felt that foreign ownership was not a 

great issue in the municipality now. 

Of the two interviewees who qualified their encouragement of 
more foreign ownership, one felt that only good corporate citizens should 
be allowed to locate in the community. The other said that in principle 
he did not agree with more foreign ownership of the economy, but that 
in an individual case he would not prevent a new foreign-owned company 
from moving into the community. 

6. Union with 

the United States 

None of the nine persons interviewed believed that foreign 
ownership would ultimately lead to union with the United States. Three 
people felt, however, that this feeling had existed in the past, and 
one stated that the "nationalism trend was the other way now''. The 
consensus of those who did not feel union was imminent was summarized 
by one statement: "I do not feel the danger is there today." Further- 
more, the claim was made that foreign (American) ownership was viewed 
solely in terms of providing employment, and not political pressure for 


union. 


Some ambivalence was expressed by one interviewee, who stated 
that he “hoped (American ownership would not lead to union with the 
United States), but (Canadians) are getting tied up with the U.S.; 
(Americans) own too much of Canada". He suggested that buying back com- 


panies would make union less imminent. 
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7. Canadian Take-overs of 


Foreign-Owned Companies 


Community #S was the only one where some of those interviewed felt 
that Canadian take-overs of foreign-owned companies were just not desir- 
able. These people felt that the countries which had had the "foresight" 
to invest in and develop companies in Canada should be encouraged to remain. 
They felt further that Canadian take-overs were not desirable and could not 
succeed because of the limited size of the Canadian market and the higher 


prices which would result. 


No one mentioned nationalization, but one person felt that if 
the government set objectives of Canadian ownership, then Canadian-owned 


companies could participate in buying back ownership. 


Among those who felt that Canadian take-overs were desirable, 
some believed that they were not possible and cited lack of capital as 
the main deterrent. One interviewee who felt that Canadian expertise 
made take-overs possible worried about the necessary investment. Another, 


however, insisted that we have enough capital. 


Natural resources were singled out as the one area for which 
Canadian control was deemed essential. On this point, even those against 
the general concept of Canadian take-overs agreed. None, however, could 
expound on the mechanism for achieving the desired Canadianization of 


resources. 
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8. Government Involvement 

Many suggestions were made regarding the role of government in 
foreign ownership. Three persons referred to a requirement for good cor- 
porate citizenship in terms of contributing to the community and to Canada 


by hiring Canadians and by having Canadians on boards of directors. 


One suggestion was made that government should have only a 
passive role and leave the control decisions up to businessmen. A pos- 
sible mechanism would be to set up a board of businessmen in each province; 
these people, drawn from administrative backgrounds, would be non-partisan 
and would act in lieu of the federal and provincial governments by ef- 
fecting controls on distribution, trade, and location of foreign-owned 


companies. 


Another suggestion was that government should get involved in 
business and should own shares in companies to ensure good corporate 
behaviour (such as pollution control and husbandry of natural resources). 
Foreign ownership was one of the reasons given for this involvement. 

This respondent did not believe government should try to own companies 


but just influence policy through part-ownership. 
Others felt that the role of government should be: 


- to act as a watchdog, especially regarding natural 
resources 


- to provide tax credits to Canadians to encourage 
"buying back Canada" . 
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- to avoid paying high tariffs on items assembled 
abroad from Canadian-manufactured parts and raw 
materials 

- to restrict foreign ownership of land, especially 


recreational land and, where land is already foreign- 
owned, to control the use to which it is put. 


Community #E 

The general tone in community #£ was that people were quite 
apathetic not only to the foreign ownership issue, but also to all non- 
personal issues. Many interviewees talked about the newness of the 
community as the reason behind this. Apparently, many young families 
still consider the community a "bedroom suburb" of Toronto and do not 
yet have a civic commitment to the area. Perhaps, too, because the 
residents are very much involved in personal matters (such as raising 


families and meeting mortgage payments), they do not concern themselves 


as much with community and political issues. 


A possible exception to this overall feeling is that of the 
unionized workers employed in the community's manufacturing establish- 
ments. Among the active union people, foreign ownership does affect the 
labour force directly, since it appears to have some direct bearing on 


job security and other employment conditions. 


1. Awareness of and 


Concern about Foreign Ownership 


Only one person interviewed felt that people were aware of 


the ownership of the larger firms in the community; this person, together 
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with others interviewed, felt, however, that the residents did not care 
about the issue, unless perhaps it was put at a personal and thus an 
emotional level. This lack of awareness and concern is possibly due to 
the fact that many residents work in Toronto or elsewhere outside the 
community. The consensus was that people would be aware of a company's 
ownership only when either management or advertising of the company's 
product mentioned this fact; but even then a firm's ownership would be 
a passing bit of information, and not an issue for serious thought or 


debate. 


Those who work in the community's larger industrial concerns 
are appreciably more aware and concerned than residents, according to a 
local labour leader. Their concern is perhaps the result of a perceived 


direct effect of foreign ownership or their job situations. 


2., Pervasiveness or 


Foreign Ownership 


Most of the interviewees did not feel very knowledgeable about 
this issue and offered some opinion based on conjecture. The majority 
suggested that foreign ownership was more pervasive than most Scone 
realized and cited the example of foreign-dominated unions as at least 
partial reflection of the chain reaction effect. One person felt sure 
that this effect was "fairly extensive"; another felt that it was one of 
the negative aspects of foreign ownership. The consensus was that inter- 
national unions formed the most overt example of the chain reaction; the 


average person probably did not realize the extent to which service and 
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supply industries (such as trucking, printing, and the manufacture of 


components) were affiliated with the larger foreign-owned companies. 


One interviewee, while not denying the possibility of a chain 
reaction effect from foreign ownership, felt that no one nation could 
be responsible for all the links. Another person corroborated this 
view, stating that the free market would obviate one nation's domination 
over the economy of another. 

3. Anti-Foreign Ownership 

versus Anti-Americanism 

No one interviewed felt that foreign ownership per se was an 
issue independent of anti-Americanism. One person did claim, however, 
that while businessmen would feel foreign ownership was the issue, the 
average person would feel emotional about American ownership. Another 
person, on the other hand, preferred not to distinguish between the two 


and said the prevailing sentiment was ''pro-Canadian". 


Two people felt that the residents of the community either did 
not think of foreign ownership at all, or did so only slightly, with an 
anti-American bias. The two others who felt strongly that people were 
anti-American regarding foreign ownership claimed this was both because 
of a lack of awareness of European ownership and because "the United 
States is sick'"’. An example given of anti-American feelings with regard 
to foreign ownership was, again, that of unions. Here, the feeling was 
fear of the power that the American-based union had over the residents' 


well-being, in terms of strikes and shutdowns. 
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4. Corporate Citizenship 


Three interviewees felt that the larger foreign-owned companies 


were indifferent corporate citizens. Some of the comments supporting 


this view were as follows: 


- foreign-owned companies do not try to learn 
about prospective communities; they merely find 
land, install plants, and produce products 


- American executives live outside the community 
and hold themselves apart from the community 


- foreign-owned firms do not budget for community 
projects; when approached for help, they need 


head office approval and head offices do not 
react or are not interested 


- other than providing employment, foreign-owned 
companies have had no positive effect on the com- 
munity; at the same time, they have had little 
negative effect 

- minor contributions have been made with a "be- 
grudging" attitude. 

Those who felt that foreign-owned companies were good corpo- 
rate citizens cited examples of American-owned firms which supported 
Sports teams, held open houses, contributed facilities for recreation, 
donated time and funds to fund-raising,and co-operated with residents 
when production nuisances (such as noise and heat) impinged on residen- 
tial areas. 

While some American-owned firms were thus considered to be in- 


a 
volved in the community, British-owned firms were felt to. lack community 


involvement. Canadian-owned firms were well regarded on the subject of 
corporate citizenship, although one person questioned whether Canadian- 


owned firms were good corporate citizens in other countries. 


Those who felt that foreign-owned firms were poor corporate 
citizens cited, again, the lack of involvement of Canadian-based American 
executives. Although some executives did contribute personally, they 
could not do so on a corporate basis. What it made more difficult was 
possibly the greater turnover of American executives, since one inter- 
viewee estimated that some 40 of 75 American executive positions had 


changed hands in the past two years. 


5. More Foreign Ownership 


The question of the industrial/residential property tax assess- 
ment ratio was very much a part of this discussion. Three interviewees 
felt that the community should actively encourage both expansion of 
existing firms and introduction of new industry, regardless of ownership. 
Along similar lines, another interviewee suggested that if the choice 
were between acceptance of increased foreign ownership with maintenance 
of current standards of living versus rejection of foreign industry with 
a reduced standard of living, residents of the community would choose 


the former. 


The remaining people interviewed qualified their views on en- 


couraging further foreign ownership as follows: 
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- preference would be given to Canadian ownership; 
if only foreign-owned firms showed interest in 
locating in community #E, however, these would be 
accepted 


- Canadian firms would be encouraged more readily 
because of their historical good corporate citizen- 
ship; foreign-owned firms would be welcomed "for 
the good life" provided they were more than just 
financially involved in the community 


- foreign-owned firms intending to locate in the 
community would have to fulfil two prerequisites: 
first, that they neither opposed similar Canadian 
industry nor represented a "first entry" in that 
market in Canada; and second, that they were 
"showcase" industries - that is, that they did 
not have nuisance factors such as noise, heat, 
and excessive pollution 

- we should present greater foreign ownership because 
of the power of multi-national corporations, the 
possibility of production being shifted out of the 


country, and the lack of sensitivity in labour 
negotiations. 


6. Union with 
the United States 

The issue of whether increasing foreign ownership would ulti-- 
mately lead to union with the United States was addressed in several 
different ways, ranging from emphatic agreement to equally emphatic dis- 
agreement. One person felt that Canada was definitely headed toward 
integration with the United States and that total nationalization of 
industries in Canada was the only possible countermeasure. He presented 
this view on the basis that the United States was already the backbone 
of Canada's economy, with labour (via unions) and management already 


American-controlled. The other interviewee who felt that Canada was 
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headed toward union with the United States felt so "emphatically", but 
only in terms of a formal economic union (such as extension of auto-type 


pacts); he felt Canada would always maintain its political identity. 


Those who felt union was not inevitable also supported their 
views strongly. One interviewee felt that union would not come because, 
even if we were forced to join the United States by the threat of with- 
drawal of American investments, total nationalization of our industries 
could "save" us; but this interviewee doubted that the latter action 


would be taken "by any political party other than the N.D.P.". 


The three other interviewees who doubted Canadian union with 
the States did so because: 

- emotionally Canadians would not allow this loss of 
freedom and independence 

- as long as Canadians had "the upper hand" - that 
is, as long as Americans were in Canada, not for 
political reasons, but to meet the Canadian demand 
for their product - and "as long as (American-owned 
industry in Canada) is only to fill a need, then no 
reason for alliance (exists)" 

- Canadian people would not go for it; only frater- 


nal ties would be maintained. 


7. Canadian Take-overs of 


Foreign-Owned Companies 


Only two interviewees felt any likelihood of Canadian-owned 
companies taking over foreign-owned companies. Both people, however, 
pinpointed the lack of capital as the major obstacle to Canadian take- 


overs; it was felt that the resources of the parent companies of the 


foreign-owned firms just could not be matched and were a deterrent to 


significant competition. 


The remaining people interviewed dismissed the idea of Canadian 
take-overs by private companies, because they felt that there was a finan- 
cial barrier or that Canadians lacked the necessary expertise. In addi- 
tion, most were against nationalization of currently foreign-owned com- 
panies because "nationalization seems to conflict with and destroy free 
enterprise", because they "hate the thought of nationalization", or 
because nationalization represented "total government intervention". 
Balanced against these opinions, however, was one strong advocate of 
nationalization, although his feelings stemmed more from the idea that 
nationalization per se was a positive move in some cases, irrespective 


of the nationality of the owners of the company. 


The only truly positive comment regarding the Canadian take- 
over issue dealt with industries dominated by a few large foreign-owned - 
firms. This comment was made by someone who did not feel that foreign 
domination of certain industries (such as the automobile industry) was 
negative or that such domination should be eliminated. He did feel, 
however, that Canadians should develop in other industries (he gave the 
example of small appliances), where the competition would not be as 
fierce and where less capital would be required to produce equivalent 


products. 


8. Government Involvement 

All those who commented on this issue agreed that the Federal 
Government should be involved in action on foreign ownership some felt 
it should have sole jurisdiction, while others defined roles for prov- 
incial and local governments as well. The common problem seemed to be 
in defining government involvement. The following suggestions were made 


for participation of the various levels of government: 


Federal Level: 


- "surveillance" over foreign ownership, which was 
believed to exist already 


- handling enquiries about development of foreign 
ownership in the country as a whole - that is, 
acting as a national industrial development 
commissioner 


- restricting the chain reaction of foreign owner- 
ship in both primary and secondary industry - 
that is, ensuring that foreign-owned companies 
use services and equipment from Canadian-controlled 
firms 


- more control over ownership of investment in nat- 
ural resources 


- concern over the effects of foreign ownership on 
the national economy 


- enforcing totally Canadian hiring and other "good 
corporate citizenship practices" 


- restricting export of capital to five per cent 
of net profit earned by each foreign-owned com- 


pany 


- stiff controls over foreign-owned multi-national 
companies. 
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@e Provincial Level: 


- enforcement, on a provincial scale, of federal 
guidelines 


- ensuring at least 60 per cent Canadian parti- 
cipation on boards of directors. 
e local Level: 


- evaluating federal guidelines enforced by senior 
governments 


- creation of by-laws ensuring environmental con- 
trol. 

With the diversity of opinions regarding government interven- 
tion, it is difficult to summarize. With exceptions, however, the pre- 
vailing mood seemed to be expressed by the following comment: "We need 
(foreign owners); they want us; (if we impose) too many restrictions, 


we will not get them." 


Community #wW 


Community #W, the largest of the group, presented a view ace 
different from the others. This community is very much concerned about 
itself and not about the rest of the province or the country as RS eiolee 
Perhaps this "parochialism" is due in part to the fact that many family- 


owned businesses have been developed in this community. 


Community #W, which is still growing substantially, is also 
concerned that it is losing its intimacy or small town flavour; it does 
not want to grow much more, nor does it want to lose its unique identity. 


Preoccupation with these local issues is high. 


1. Awareness of and 


Concern about Foreign Ownership 
Six of those interviewed felt that residents of the community 
knew the ownership of the city's larger companies. Only one person could 
elaborate, and he felt that the emphasis on industry was responsible for 
this knowledge. As seen in Exhibit 4, however, six people interviewed 
felt that ownership was not an everyday concern. This lack of concern 
was not interpreted as negative. Several comments explaining this 
"positive apathy” follow: 
- people do not care because they are "happy" with 
the foreign-owned companies 
- people are not concerned because the foreign-owned 
companies "are good corporate citizens, which is 


all people care about" 


- "people are happy when they get lower prices, 
which negates the political question" 


- the only people who are concerned are labour leaders 

who have to communicate with senior people in 
foreign-owned companies. 

Of the two interviewees who felt people were concerned about 
foreign ownership, one could not elaborate; the other felt, however, 
that the existence of large ethnic groups in the community fostered a 
strong sense of Canadianism which carried over to general nationalistic 


feelings. 


2. Pervasiveness of 


Foreign Ownership 


All those who felt that the chain reaction effect existed in 
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the community were able to expand on their views. As elsewhere, unions 
were cited as a prime example of this effect. Moreover, two interviewees 
felt that the chain reaction effect existed because the authority of the 
foreign-owned companies actually lay with head offices, and these head 
offices made purchasing decisions on a company-wide basis. It was felt, 
however, that foreign-owned companies "attempt to use local industry" 


when not stymied by head office. 


Interestingly, the opinion was expressed that pervasiveness 
of foreign ownership was less of an issue than was the use of local 
versus non-local firms, regardless of ownership. One of the interviewees 
who felt the chain reaction did exist stressed emotionally that the whole 


issue was "something to be studied very carefully". 


Of those who claimed inadequate knowledge to judge the issue, 
one interviewee stated that "control buys loyalty", explaining that 
until Canadians have more control, they cannot affect offshoots of foreign 
ownership only as the chain reaction. 

3. Anti-Foreign Ownership 

versus Anti-Americanism 

As shown in Exhibit 3, six of the eight people who commented 
on the issue believed that anti-Americanism was more an issue than 
general ownership. They cited the following reasons: 

- American ownership in the energy and resource 

areas is a very sensitive issue. | 


- the media have "an anti-American bias" 
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- any one issue, in this case the Watergate crisis, 
causes anti-Americanism 


- "foreign ownership is equated to American owner- 
ship", as other non-Canadian ownership is in- 


significant 


- community #W is highly "conservative" and does 
not like intrusion by the United States 


- "Americans tend to stand out, while Europeans 
and British are assimilated". 
The one individual who felt that foreign ownership per se was 
the issue felt so positively. He believed Canadians had "international 
obligations" to all countries, not just the United States. Another per- 


son interviewed felt that only the "odd group is anti-American". 


4. Corporate Citizenship 


All but one of those interviewed in community #W were unanimous 
in the opinion that the larger companies exhibited good corporate citizen- 
ship. The lone dissenter felt that the larger companies could get away 
with more. Where discussions were held regarding the relative corporate 
citizenship of Canadian- versus foreign-owned companies, only one person 
mentioned that there was a difference between the two groups. He said 
that when there. are problems about branch offices of companies, it "is 


easier to call the Mayor of Toronto than Chicago". 


Two of those interviewed felt that, while the actions of the 
larger companies were those of good corporate citizens, the underlying 


rationale was good public relations. Nonetheless, all were convinced 
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of the sincerity of the companies, who gave freely of executive hours, 


particularly for cultural events and fund-raising activities. 


Finally, while still believing that foreign- and Canadian-owned 
companies were equally strong corporate citizens, three individuals in- 
terviewed emphasized that there are differences in behaviour in work 
methods and ability to innovate. One of these interviewees also sug- 
gested that evaluation of corporate citizenship would depend on whether 
or not the employee was paid more by a foreign-owned company relative 
to the wages offered by an equivalent Canadian-owned firm. Another 
simply responded that in some cases local union negotiators resented the 


need to consult the foreign head office. 


5. More Foreign Ownership 


Only two interviewees stated that more foreign ownership in 
community #W would be welcomed wholeheartedly. These people felt that 
employment, ae ownership, was the issue, and that "at other than the 
emotional level, (residents of community #W) want foreign-owned companies 


and foreign financing". 


Those five interviewees who qualified their feeling that more 
foreign ownership would be welcomed gave very different reasons. As 
Shown in Exhibit 3, one person felt that foreign-owned companies would 
be encouraged only when there was no choice for a Canadian company. 

Two others felt that proof of good corporate citizenship should be a pre- 


requisite for the establishment of foreign-owned companies in the future. 
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Another interviewee felt that the residents did not want more companies 
(Canadian or foreign) until the community had grown enough to cope with 
the increased demands for housing and other services which would be 
generated by the new companies. Moreover, he was not sure when, if ever, 
more growth would be wanted by the community. Another interviewee stated 
in reference to community feeling that "encouraged" (that is, encouraging 
more foreign ownership) was not the correct sentiment; the more appro- 
priate word was "accepted". Finally, one person felt that people were 


disturbed that Canadian-owned companies are bought out by foreign-owned 


firms. 

6. Union with 

the United States 

No one interviewed believed that foreign ownership would ulti- 
mately lead to union with the United States, although one person qual- 
ified this by saying it would be a "last resort" for Canada. Three 
others also qualified their beliefs. They felt that only economic union 
would occur and that this would extend to "all the Americas"; or that 
the fear of political union might still exist, but that it was not vocal- 
ly expressed; or that those who were pessimistic (estimated at "less 
than 10 per cent") and unwilling to work out their own country's problems 


would believe that union was inevitable. 


The remaining four people who commented on the issue felt that 


union with the United States would not occur. This group felt that even 


foreign-owned companies were attempting to promote Canadianism (for 
example, by "enumerating" American executives - that is, by identifying 
and putting some kind of spotlight on them) and that, in addition, the 


Canadian image was now too strong to allow union to occur. 


One individual who felt that union would not occur did so for 
unique reasons. He believed that Canada was a developing nation and 
therefore should not emulate developed nations. Thus, he felt that 
Canada's status was not threatened by foreign ownership and that the 
latter could not lead to union. Again, all interviewees took it for 
granted that union, political and/or economic, would be undesirable for 


Canada. 


7. Canadian Take-overs of 


Foreign-Owned Companies 


Opinions on this issue, including some general comments on the 
subject, again centred on the lack of capital. Canadians were considered 
to require three assets in order to effect any take-overs: NWeaprtale 
courage and convictions". The possibility of take-overs in the natural 


resources sector was raised by several persons. 


The two interviewees who felt that Canadian take-overs were 
generally possible gave conflicting support to their beliefs. One per- 
son felt that if the government provided tax concessions to Canadians, 
all industry could be taken over. While the other interviewee agreed 


that such take-overs were possible, he felt that they would increase 


prices because Canada lacks the necessary scope and market, and that 


we would in essence be "reinventing the wheel". 


The one individual who was against Canadian take-overs refer- 
red again (as in the previous issue) to his theory of Canada as a de- 
veloping nation. He felt that take-overs would be unwise until "nation- 
alism and faith in Canada" were stronger. He recognized, however, ''the 
loophole that (Canadians) need some control (now) so that we have some- 


thing to use to buy back foreign-owned companies in the future". 


8. Government Involvement 

Discussions of this issue were extremely varied. The sugges- 
tions for government involvement included: restriction of new foreign 
ownership, buying back Canada (over the long term), "creating a new 
philosophy", maintaining the standard of living, and having a laissez- 
faire attitude because "what can (government) impose on foreign-owned 


companies that shouldn't (also) be imposed on Canadian firms?". 


One interviewee, again stating his belief that Canada is a 
developing nation, believed that the government should be encouraging 
development of related industry, particularly processing minerals. 


He further felt that even if foreign capital were needed for such new 


development, it could be controlled from the start, rather than attempting 


to undo current "liberal" policies regarding foreign ownership of large 


manufacturing companies. 
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Finally, another individual interviewed felt that the whole 
issue of foreign ownership was too complicated to cope with. He believed 
that there is a "vast difference between what (Canadians) want (govern- 
ment) to do, and what (government) can do". He stated further that any 
government which imposed restrictions on foreign ownership would soon 
"find itself out of office’. The extension of this argument, that in- 
dustry itself should impose controls, was concurred with by two other 
interviewees, who felt that industry and labour unions should be much 
more involved in the total issue of controls and less selfish about their 
own company or union. 

INTER-COMMUNITY OVERVIEW 
Comparison 
of Interviewees 
As shown earlier in Exhibit 1, those interviewed represented 


one (or more) groups in each community. There were actually only six 


categories for which someone was interviewed in each community: 


- mayors or reeves 
- councillors or aldermen 

- representatives of fund-raising 
- representatives of education 

- Chamber of Commerce officers 


- labour union representatives. 
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Because some of these interviews were unstructured, and be- 
cause some people interviewed were less articulate than others, only the 
comments of councillors or aldermen, education representatives, and 
Chamber of Commerce officers can be fully compared Bornes all four com- 


munities. 


Councillors or aldermen 

The individuals in this group, as a whole, were probably the 
most well-informed and provided the most explicit discussions. As elec- 
ted officials, they gave a fair amount of background discussion to each 
issue, as well as to the history and flavour of the community. This 
group, understandably, went into greater length in discussing government 
involvement in foreign ownership; only two of the four, however, saw a 
role for local government in this area. In general, the view of these 
men was balanced. They realized both the necessity for and the benefits 
of foreign ownership (most strongly in community #N), but they also re- 
cognized its negative aspects. In the interviewer's opinion, these 
interviewees seemed thankful that the residents of their communities 
did not recognize the depth of the whole issue; perhaps, according to 
the interviewees, if the residents were more knowledgeable, they would 
be unduly worried about the situation(!). 

Representatives 

of Education 

The representatives of education included a principal of a 
separate junior high school, a director of education for a community- 


wide board of education, and two ministers, one of whom was a chairman 
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of a regional board of education and one whose church had schools asso- 
ciated with it. These interviewees tried to discuss the issues from 

the viewpoint of their experiences with youth. Because of this exposure, 
the subject of an "emerging Canadian identity" was recurrent, except 
from one interviewee who, when discussing youth's attitudes to foreign 


ownership, said "do you think (youth) thinks?". 


Regarding foreign ownership specifically, these individuals 
felt that it was necessary in order to create jobs and keep youth in 
the communities. They also,felt, however, that youth was going to ex- 
pect more control and stronger stands from future Serotec in essence, 
the feeling was that Canadian youth, to be Canadian, wants more of Canada 
also cto. be) Canadian: 

Chamber of 

Commerce Officers 

Those interviewed as representatives of the communities! Chamber 
of Commerce held rather diverse views, except for agreeing that the 
foreign-owned companies in their communities were willing members of the 
Chamber of Commerce. Like the alderman/councillor group, this group had 
a considerable amount of detailed information regarding foreign ownership. 
This applied particularly to the two managers interviewed; as full-time 
Chamber of Commerce employees, to some extent they were exposed in their 


jobs to foreign ownership issues. 


These interviewees had the most detailed knowledge about good 


and bad corporate citizenship. They also mentioned other aspects of 
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foreign ownership, such as tourism and the chain reaction effect, as 
important issues. They referred, individually, to the role of the busi- 
nessman in controlling foreign ownership, to specific trade regulations, 
and to profit margins. The two interviewees in this group who mentioned 
nationalization were vehemently opposed to it in any form. Generally, 
as would be expected of Chamber of Commerce representatives, they en- 
couraged any measures relating to industrial growth and job-creation, 
with few exceptions or restrictions, except where environmental pollution, 
labour unions, or anti-Canadian competition would be a major factor. 

The Labour 

Union Leaders 

The labour union leaders in the four urban centres appeared to 
be more nationalistic than other community leaders. They were on the 
whole opposed to foreign ownership, although the degree of their senti- 


ment ranged from moderate to strong. 


The labour union leaders (with one exception) were definite in 
their feeling that people were aware and concerned about foreign owner- 
ship, and that government should be doing something about it. There was 
some expressed sentiment for nationalization, although the main feeling 
was that companies should be managed by the private sector. In general 
government should have a strong voice in policy direction and overall 
control over management, but not intcrfere in day-to-day operations. 
Since the labour leaders were interviewed following the announced move 


by the Canada Development Corporation vis-a-vis Texasgulf, labour leaders 
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tended to refer to this example in support of government intervention 


at the policy level through part-ownership. 


Although the labour people were themselves quite concerned 
about the actions of foreign-owned companies they still felt that the 
rank and file of the labour movement was relatively unconcerned about 
working for a foreign-controlled firm. As long as the company was a 
good employer, that's what really counted. They also believed that al- 
though there should be a reduction in the amount of foreign ownership 
in our economy, steps to reduce foreign control should be taken without 
disrupting the livelihood of the working man. Nevertheless, the labour 
union leaders interviewed professed confidence in Canada's Capacity to 


reduce foreign ownership without great economic disruption. 


On the whole, union leaders maintained that Canadian-controlled 
companies were both good and bad corporate citizens as much as foreign- 
controlled companies. However, the main concern of labour leaders was 
the behaviour of foreign-controlled firms in labour relations. The rush- 
ing in of company labour relations experts from the United States at 
crucial points in bargaining, the occasional threat by the manager of a 
foreign-controlled firm that a plant-closing would have little effect 
on the whole company, the lack of authority given by the head office of 
a company to its Canadian labour representatives, take-overs of long 
established local firms, and insensitive statements by international 


labour leaders contributed to an impression of resentment against foreign 


ownership in general. Most of the undesirable practices attributed to 
foreign-owned companies were felt to be more sporadic than wide- 
Spread, but the cumulative effect seemed to leave a substantial overall 


nationalistic feeling by labour leaders interviewed. 


Overall Impressions 


Perhaps the most significant impression revealed by the inter- 
views with community leaders was the dual level of concern regarding 
foreign ownership. On the surface, with the exception of labour leaders, 
people are almost apathetic. They do not think of foreign ownership (or 
even of their Canadianism) on an everyday basis, and the issue seems not 
to be one of common or constant concern. Thus, for example, many of 
those interviewed stated at the outset of the interview or in response 
to particular issues raised, that they had "never really thought about 
it before". These interviewees felt that the people with whom they 
interacted also did not think about foreign ownership; several mentioned 


that the subject rarely came up in casual or social conversations. 


The second aspect of concern was definitely not apathetic. It 
was emotional, and often intensely so. Thus, it was found that although 
an interviewee might say he did not think much about foreign ownership 
in general or about a particular related issue, during more detailed 


discussion the reaction to foreign ownership would often be one of strong 


concern, particularly about the longer-term implications regarding Canada's 


autonomy and identity. 
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In the opinion of the interviewer, many interviewees were half- 
embarrassed and half-bewildered at both their lack of knowledge of more 
than the surface issues and at their inability to discuss the issues in 
concrete terms. Thus, statements such as "the government should do 
something" or "I am sure more attention should be paid..." were frequently 


made without qualification or explanation. 


The dual concern we have referred to was borne out by the dis- 
cussions of issues #2, #6, #7, and #8 in particular. These issues are 
relatively more global and thus less personal. While the issues on 
awareness, anti-Americanism, corporate citizenship, and expansion of 
foreign ownership could readily be discussed on a personal level, the 
remaining issues called for more detailed and substantial knowledge. 

For example, one could not really discuss Canadian take-overs without 
knowing what exists to be taken over. Generalities were therefore more 


common in responses to non-personal issues. 


The exceptions to initial apathy and lack of knowledge were 
from interviewees with unique approaches to Canada and its fate. © These 
people, who held theories on Canada as a developing country or as a 
citizen of the world, discussed all issues within their own terms of 


reference. 


Recurrent Themes 
The combination of a lack of previous thought and subsequent 


concern upon reflection was a recurrent theme during many of the inter- 
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views. Points which were brought up repeatedly included the following: 


- Canadians as risk-avoiders 
- control over our natural resources 


- the emerging Canadian identity. 


The most common comment, brought up in almost every issue, 
related to Canadians as investors. It was expressed repeatedly that 
Canadians were "'risk-avoiders", that they were "conservative investors", 
and that, even if sufficient Canadian capital existed, it would not be 
invested in industry without guarantees on the return. Many people thus 
seemed disillusioned with Canadians' interest in their country's future. 
Those interviewed further extended this reasoning to explain why Canada's 


past, present, and future could never be wholly Canadian. 


Two other issues were frequently raised. The first related to 
natural resources, a subject that was discussed with particular emotion. 
Natural resources was the one area which those interviewed commonly felt 
should be wholly Canadian-owned. For example, the "energy crisis" was 
mentioned as a bargaining point for Canadians; that is, if natural re- 
sources were Canadian-owned, their availability to foreign markets could 
act as a stimulus for more equitable economic arrangements in other areas. 
The most annoyance over foreign ownership of natural resources, however, 
was expressed with reference to recreational land. Those interviewed 
felt very strongly that foreign (in this case, predominantly American) 


ownership of cottage and lakefront land should be prohibited or restricted. 
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Lastly, the majority of those interviewed were cautiously 
optimistic about the growing Canadian identity. Those involved with 
youth in particular felt the emergence (and the importance of the emer- 
gence) of a Canadian “way'"'; some interviewees felt the government should 
somehow foster this national pride. Nonetheless, this new identity was 
often described in’a "best of all possible werlds"™ -context.*°Thus, parts 
of the emerging Canadianism were perceived as being borrowed from other 


lands and other cultures; but, taken as a whole, the pattern was unique. 


III - GENERAL PUBLIC SURVEY 


In addition to the interviews conducted with community leaders, 


a structured random sample survey of the general public was carried out 


in the four communities. 


the sample, and the survey results are discussed below. 


ISSUES 


The issues addressed, the characteristics of 


The sample was surveyed by the use of a questionnaire (see 


Appendix A) which was administered through personal interviews. 


questionnaire covered four issues: 


How important is to the respondents the question of 
foreign ownership of industry, when viewed in re- 
lation to Canada and the national economy? 


How important is the foreign ownership issue when 
viewed in relation to the respondents' own commu- 
nities and their local economies? 


How important is foreign ownership when respondents 
put it into a personal context - that is, when they 
view it in terms of its impact on their jobs, com- 
panies, and employers? 


What are the respondents’ views on the government's 
past record on the ownership issue, on future action, 
and on the value of a screening agency? 


The 


These issues were not raised sequentially during the interview; 


rather, the questions were mixed in an attempt to achieve a valid and 


unbiased response. 


to foreign ownership. 


Also, the initial questions made no specific reference 


For each issue, the interviewer first asked a 
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general, non-directive question to establish relative awareness and 
concern over foreign ownership, then continued with more specific, di- 


rective probes into the issue in question. 
SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 


Exhibit 4, page 59, presents a broad profile of each of the 
four small urban centres selected for the survey. More detailed infor- 
mation on respondents to the questionnaire is given in Exhibits 5, 6 
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and 7, pages 60, 61, and 62. 


There (are*several items of interest in. these tables, “First. 
about one-third of the respondents in community #W have some post- 
secondary education, in contrast to less than 10 per cent of the res- 
pondents in community #S (Exhibit 5). Second, only 40 per cent of the 
respondents in community #S earn more than $10,500 annually, as compared 
with almost 70 per cent in community #E (Exhibit 5). For community #W, 
respondents' incomes are split almost equally above and below the $10 ,500 
level. These variations among the four communities may be related in ae 
to both the education factor and the degree of industrial diversification 
within the community (Exhibit 4). Third, in community #5, there is a 
predominance of blue collar workers among the respondents (Exhibit 6) - 
another factor that can be related in part to income. Community #N has 
a relatively higher degree of unemployment than the other three centres 


(Exhibits 4 and 6):. 


EXHIBIT 4 


COMMUNITY PROFILES 


i Oe ae td 
COMMUNITY 


ey a ee eee 


Approximate Population, 1971 20 ,000 


e 
Employment Index, eval ‘ 5 : 291.6 


Average Income, 19717 $6,140 


f 


% Home Ownership, 19662 : : 67.1% 


Population Growth Rate, 1966-1971° +100% 


Dominant Manufacturing Industry Finished paper, Heating & Air- 


automotive parts conditioning 
equipment, tele- 
communications, 
glass bottles, 
auto parts 


Percentage of Total Manufacturing 80-85% 45-50% 
Employment in Dominant Manu- 
facturing Industry 


Number of Manufacturing 
Establishments© 


Percentage of Manufacturing 
Establishments which are 
Foreign-owned4 30-35% 55-60% 


Percentage of Manufacturing Em- 
ployees Working for Foreign-owned 
Manufacturing Establishments© 70-75% 45-50% 


Notes: a. 
De 


c. 


d. 


Source: "The Financial Post Survey of Markets 1972" 
Rate of growth of employment (as opposed to labour force); 1961 base year = 100; 
figure for Canada 1971 = 127.8 


Source: Industrial Survey 1972, Ministry of Industry and Tourism 


Source: "Ontario Subsidiaries of Foreign Manufacturing Companies", 
Ministry of Industry and Tourism, 1972 

Figures for metropolitan or regional area of which the community is a part 

Figures for the subject community plus an adjacent community in same region. 


100 ,000 
(= 
715526 
$5,140° 
63.6 
+21% 


Diversified manu- 
facturing 


Not applicable 


15-20% 
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EXHIBIT 7 


EMPLOYMENT OF RESPONDENTS IN 
CANADIAN- AND FOREIGN-OWNED COMPANIES 
(PERCENT) 


r 


Total Interviews 


- respondent not employed 
- respondent employed 


TOLL Emp loyed 


- works for Canadian-owned company 
- works for foreign-owned company 
- not known 





EMPLOYMENT OF RESPONDENTS' SPOUSES IN 
CANADIAN- AND FOREIGN-OWNED COMPANIES 


Answers 


Total Interviews 


- not married 
- Spouse not employed 
- spouse employed 


Total Employed 


- works for Canadian-owned company 
- works for foreign-owned company 
- not known 
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Exhibit 7, shows the breakdown of the respondent's employment 
by foreign- and Canadian-owned companies. In communities #N and WW, 
a significantly greater number of respondents are employed by Canadian- 
owned firms than in #£ and #S. Ideally, we should be aie to correlate 
these data with the information in Exhibit 4 concerning the proportion 
of foreign-owned manufacturing establishments in each of the four commu- 
nities. Data are not available, however, on the proportion of the res- 
pondents who were employed by manufacturing enterprises as opposed to 
all types of employers. Thus, at best we can note that the sample data 
reflect very generally the employment/ownership pattern presented in 


Exhibit 4. 
SURVEY RESULTS 

Interpretation 

of the Results 

The differences in the characteristics of the sample among the 

four small urban centres should be considered in comparing the survey 
results. In addition, sample sizes should be checked before drawing con- 
clusions from the results. They are taken into account in this report, 
and to assist the reader in his own analysis, a table of sample sizes 
appropriate to this survey is shown in Exhibit 8. For each sample size 


and response percentage, the possible variance with the actual popula- 


tion is indicated within 95 per cent confidence limits. 


As the table shows, possible variances for sample sizes of 100 
or less are considerable. To some extent, this may explain why Town #S, 


for example, seems to vary with respect to the others in terms of 
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education and occupation. Great caution should be applied to making 
distinctions among towns; the results should be interpreted as broad 
indications of public opinion in these small- to medium-sized communi- 


ties rather than as precise measurements, as the figures seem to imply. 


General Importance 


of FOLe tei Ownership 


The questionnaire contained-six questions (Nos. 1, 2; 3, 7; 
16 and 18) that were designed to reveal attitudes and opinions on the 


question of foreign ownership of industry in a total Canadian context. 


Spontaneous 


Problem Ranking 


First, the respondent was asked to list the problems that he 
considered to be of greatest concern to Caaede 2 The intention was to 
determine where foreign ownership was located on this perceived problem 
hierarchy. A summary of the most frequently mentioned problems is pres- 
ented in Exhibit 9, page 66, along with the relative ranking of "American 


influence". 


On a spontaneous basis, "bread-and-butter" issues, such as in- 
flation, high-cost of food, and unemployment, as well as the pollution 
issue, are of most concern. "American influence" is ranked low on the 
scale for all four communities. The differences of ranking among the 
communities are not statistically significant. 

4. In a second part of the question, the respondent was asked to name _ 


Canada's benefits and opportunities. The results are excluded from 
this analysis, since they contribute little to the main concern. 
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Problems 
High cost of living/ 
inflation 
Pollution/ecology 
Unemp loyment 
Hise COS:t. Ores Ood 
Drug abuse 


Government policy/ 
expenditure 


EXHIBIT 9 


PROBLEMS PERCEIVED TO BE OF GREATEST CONCERN 


Average % OF RESPONDENTS MENTIONING EACH ISSUE 
Ranking 


PAvera ge” || ssi iis Saeton aay iene Hanae Meee Wises 


Welfare/welfare abuse 


Crime/law and order 


High taxes (unspecified) 


Education/schools 


American influence 
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There are a number of possible explanations for the respon- 
dents' identification of problems: 
(a) There may be a tendency to rank highest those issues 
having a visible, immediate, and material impact on 
the respondents’ pocketbook and security. 
(b) Greater media coverage is usually devoted to such 
immediate issues, tending to reinforce their import- 
ance aS matters of current concern. 
(c) The relative lack of concern expressed about foreign 
ownership may reflect the implicit assumption that 
Canadians can and will control their own national 
destiny, that they will take appropriate steps if 
Canadian independence is really threatened, and that 
there is no substantial threat at this time. 
(d) It may reflect a lack of concern in general regarding 
a probable long-term threat to Canadian independence. 
Response to subsequent questions may help to throw some light on these 
hypotheses. 
Seriousness of 
Problems Named 
The respondents were asked how serious they believed were the 
problems they had mentioned. The results indicated that for most res- 
pondents problems were considered "very serious", while a significant 


minority of respondents classified them as "fairly serious". However, 


no particular problems were characterized as more serious than others. 


News Headline 


on Foreign Ownership 


Question 3 utilized a "cartoon prompt" to focus respondents 
specifically on the foreign ownership issue and to try to determine the 


strength of opinion, for or against, when probed on this one issue. The 
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cartoon was presented to half the sample of respondents with the head- 
line "Big U.S. company promises new plant for community" and to the 


other half as "Big Canadian company promises new plant for community". 


The introduction=ofva major’ U°S: firm did cause’ a reaction 
among respondents, as shown in Exhibit 11, page 70. The "good for com- 
munity", "keeps taxes down" and "more business in area’ responses to the 
Canadian firm item are replaced by negative reactions such as "too much 
U.S. control", "prefer Canadian company", and "do not want more U.S. 
companies''. In addition, the generally favourable reactions heading 
both exhibits ("provides employment/jobs"', and '"'good/great - uns pecified") 
are reduced in the U.S. company situation from 87 per cent of respondents 
in reaction to Canadian company to 53 per cent in reaction to the U.S. 


company . 


The net impact of the foreign ownership issue in this question 
is evident in the proportion of negative responses in Exhibit 11. Of 
the 144 per cent sum of responses accounted for by the 12 most frequent 
replies, over a third or 54 per cent cumulatively were related to negative 
effects of foreign investment. A breakdown of the sample into respondents 
employed by foreign-owned companies and those employed by Canadian-owned 
firms showed that there was little measurable difference between them. 
Similarly, a breakdown of the respondents by age group showed little dif- 


ference between those 40 and over and those under 4O. 


Thus, one can conclude that, while respondents spontaneously 


EXHIBIT 10 


RESPONSE TO NEWSPAPER HEADLINE 


( PERCENT) 


Average 
Response Ranking Average 


Provides employment/jobs 
Good/great (unspecified) 


Good for community/ 
specific areas 


Keeps taxes down 


More business in 
community/area 


What kind of plant 


Don't believe - just 
promises 


Not interested/ 
doesn't matter 


Good if not polluting 


Raises cost of 
living/housing 


Miscellaneous negative 


THAT REFERS TO CANADIAN FIRM 


SUM OF POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE REPLIES 


Positive 


134% 


Generally negative and neutral 36% 
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EXHIBIT 11 


RESPONSE TO NEWSPAPER HEADLINE 
THAT REFERS TO U.S. COMPANY 


(PERCENT ) 
Average 
Ranking Average 






Response 


Provides employment/ jobs 


#N 










Good/great (unspecified) 


Too much/growing U.S. 
control (N) 







Prefer Canadian company (N) 










Too many, don't want any 
more U.S. companies (N) 






Good for community/ 
Specific area 







More business in 
community/area 











We need Americans/Canadians 
won't invest here 






Keeps taxes down 






Against foreign owner- 
ship (N) 







Money/profit should stay 
here (N) 






Don't know/not stated 






Note: N refers to a basically negative reply with reference to foreign ownership. 


SUM OF POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE REPLIES 
a EN NE LB 


Positive 84% 


Generally negative or neutral Sh 
Negative re foreign ownership 54% 
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ranked foreign ownership relative low among other current concerns, 

when faced with a specific example of growing foreign ownership, they 
reacted fairly strongly to the issue and mainly against foreign owner- 
ship. This may point to reason (c) above as an important cause of the 


low concern with American influence expressed in response to Question l. 


Awareness of 


Foreign Ownership 


Question 7 was aimed at measuring the public's awareness of or 
knowledge about foreign ownership. Respondents were asked to state the 
nationality of ownership of a sample list of companies operating in 


Canada. 


The results of this question are shown in Exhibit 12. As can 
be seen from the 56.8 per cent average correct identification, the pub- 
lic's awareness is quite low. Community #S's lower score may be attri- 
buted in part to a relative lower educational level, while community 
#E's higher score could be partly due to its proximity to Toronto re- 


sulting in greater media exposure. 


For companies which have strong national identities through 
historical awareness and heavy advertising programs (such as automobile 
companies, breweries, and sports equipment manufacturers), the level of 
correct identification in all towns was above the average level. Iden- 
tification was higher also where the company represented the dominant 


industry in the community. 
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The results of this question could point to a general apathy 
of Canadians toward foreign ownership, since the identification scores 
averaged just over 50 per cent. On the other hand, since a large number 
of the responses were in the "don't know'! category, correct identifica- 
tions were far more frequent than incorrect ones. It may be concluded 
that the general public in Ontario's small urban centres is more or less 
aware of who owns major companies operating in Canada, but not to a 
degree sufficient to provide informed opinions about the effects that 


foreign-owned companies in general have on the country. 


Statements of 


Opinion on Ownership 


Question 16 presented a series of statements of opinion on 
such issues as foreign capital and Canadian entrepreneurship, and mea- 
sured respondents’ attitudes in relation to these statements. The state- 
ments themselves were relatively provocative and blunt, and reactions 
were expected to represent a deeper level of respondent opinion than 
preceding questions. The responses are summarized in Exhibit 13, page 74. 
The ranking of the average scores from positive to negative indicates that 


relative strength or "emotional context" of opinions. 


Apparently respondents tend to agree with the traditional 
stereotype of an ultra-conservative Canadian business community and in- 
vestors; in addition, they believe that ownership has no significant im- 


pact on employment in the community, and they are somewhat of the opinion 
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EXHIBIT 13 


AGREE/DISAGREE SCORE ON STATEMENTS RE FOREIGN OWNERSHIP (Q.16) 


Canadian-owned companies less 
adventurous 





Foreign-owned companies can 
afford more financial risks 


Canadians not willing to invest 
in Canadian companies 


No difference in providing jobs 


No difference in behaviour as 
corporate citizens 


Issue not important 


Canadian-owned companies can 
grow without foreign-based 
investors 


No difference in amount of 
research and development 


No difference in long-term 
effects 





Note: Score shown is sum of "agree" replies (to which a 3,2, or I -positive 
value is assigned according to whether respondent agrees strongly, 
somewhat, or mildly) and "disagree" replies (to which the equivalent 
negative value is assigned); therefore, a positive score indicates 
more agreement than disagreement to each statement. 
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that the issue of foreign ownership is not important and that Canadian 


companies can grow on Canadian capital. 


The major areas of concern with regard to foreign ownership 
are its long-term effects and its contribution to research and develop- 
ment activity. In fact, concern regarding these two points was con- 
siderable in communities #N, #E, and #W; the apparently more pro-Americat 
predisposition of community #S caused a reduction in the overall level of 


concern (disagreement) expressed. 


A comparison of the under-40 and 40-and-over age groups re- 
vealed a slight tendency across all four towns for the younger group to 
feel more strongly thanythe: older group Chatsthere is a difference. in 
long-term effects and that overall the issue is important. Similarly, 
the younger group were somewhat more apt to feel that there were dif- 
ferences in the amount of R & D carried out in Canada and in being good 
corporate citizens. Curiously, perhaps, the younger group on the whole 
(i.e. with exceptions on an individual town basis) also emphasized more 
strongly than the 40-and-over respondents the lack of risk-taking evident 


among Canadians and the Canadian business community. 


Import of 
U.S. Capital 


In Question 18, respondents were asked whether they thought 
there was enough U.S. capital in Canada now, or whether they would like 
to see more U.S. direct investment in the Canadian economy. Exhibit 14, 


below, summarizes the results. 
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EXHIBIT 14 


OPINIONS ON IMPORT OF U.S. CAPITAL 
(PERCENT) 


Answers 


Total interviews 
U.S. capital enough now 


Like to see more 
Undecided 





Approximately 70 per cent of respondents were of the opinion 
that there is sufficient U.S. capital now; 15 per cent favoured more in- 
flow, and 15 per cent were undecided. Community #S demonstrated more 
pro-U.S. sentiment, while community #N - which is characterized by highly 
visible examples of American ownership and control - produced the highest 
anti-foreign investment response to this question. A breakdown of the 
under-40 and 40-and-over groups showed that across the four towns, the 
younger group felt somewhat more strongly than the older group that there 


is enough! U.S. «capital now. 


Summary 


In summary, these results suggest that foreign ownership is 
not a high priority issue to the majority of the respondents, in terms 
of their everyday concerns. When the issue is brought directly to their 
attention, however, attitudes toward foreign ownership harden and may 
indicate some "enough is enough" sentiment. At the same time, the general 


public seems to regard Canadian business leaders and companies as inferior, 


in some critical aspects, to their U.S. equivalents. This kind of at- 
titude could also indicate a fatalistic outlook, lack of national pride, 


and general apathy on the issue of foreign ownership. 


Foreign Ownership 
and the Local Community 


Seven questions (Nos. 4, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 15) were de- 
signed to measure opinions and attitudes regarding foreign ownership on 
a local community level. Once again, the questions progressed from the 


general to the specific. 


Ranking of 
Major Concerns 


First, respondents were asked to rank in order of importance 
the specified issues that affect the local community. Responses shown 
in Exhibits 15 to 18, pages 78 to 81, indicate that the foreign owner- 
ship issue is ranked about sixth after food prices, drug abuse, road 


safety, pollution, strikes, and unemployment. 


Importance of 


TOC Companies 


In order to assess in what way companies are perceived as im- 
portant in the local community, respondents were asked to select the 
three companies they felt were most important to their own local commu- 
nity. In each community, respondents were asked their reasons for se- 
lecting the one company they described as being most important. These 


are summarized in Exhibit 19, page 82. 
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EXTENT OF CONCERN ABOUT PROBLEMS 
AFFECTING LOCAL COMMUNITY (Q 4-b) 
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~s< ? POLLUTION 
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30— OF INDUSTRY 
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IMMIGRATION , » NATIONAL UNITY 
r ABORTION 
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io— ABORTION 
NA 3, 
FOREIGN OWNERSHIP IMMIGRATION 
OF INDUSTRY IN CANADA 
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EXHIBIT 16 


EXTENT OF CONCERN ABOUT PROBLEMS 
AFFECTING LOCAL COMMUNITY (Q.4-b) 


90 — #$ 


| INCREASE IN 
FOOD PRICES 


80 — 
Lo 
» DRUG ABUSE 
1 AIR & WATER 
POLLUTION 
60 — 
1 SAFETY 
ON THE ROADS 
50 — y UNEMPLOYMENT 


40— 
» STRIKES WHICH 
AFFECT PUBLIC 
NK SERVICES 
; Us FOREIGN 
30 — ao Af OWNERSHIP 
ABORTION, Y octal 
= aN a> | 


IMMIGRATION? } 
NATIONAI,. UNITY 
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NATIONAL UNITY 4 | 
; ? ABORTION 
FOREIGN OWNERSHIP ; 
OF INDUSTRY IN CANADA~@ 
10 — STRIKES WHICH 
AFFECT PUBLIC SERVICES~S J 
UNEMPLOYMENT-9 
DRUG ABUSE-¢ 
INCREASE J 
IN FOOD PRICES, | t 
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EXHIBIT 17 


EXTENT OF CONCERN ABOUT PROBLEMS 
AFFECTING LOCAL COMMUNITY (Q.4-b) 
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EXHIBIT 18 


EXTENT OF CONCERN ABOUT PROBLEMS 
AFFECTING LOCAL COMMUNITY (Q.4-b) 
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EXHIBIT 19 


REASONS FOR SELECTING INDIVIDUAL COMPANIES 
AS IMPORTANT TO THE LOCAL COMMUNITY 


(PERCENT) 
Average 
Responses Ranking Average #N #S #E #W 
Largest employer/ 


big company 70 81 66 83 
18 32 10 12 
15 28 10 EZ 
iS Ze 8 16 
12 3 23 8 
1 * 1 1 
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Good conditions/benefits/ 
good to employees 


Good wages 


Has done a lot for 
community 





Res pondent/spouse/ 
friend works there 


Canadian-owned 
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In order of predominance, the main reasons cited were the 
number of jobs provided, working conditions, wage levels, and community 
contributions. The fact that a company happens to be Canadian-owned 
does not seem to carry much weight with the general panics nor with 


the younger, as opposed to the older respondents. 


Each company mentioned by a respondent was rated on a number 
of corporate attributes. Exhibit 20, page 84, summarizes the results 
for seven companies, each of which was mentioned by a minimum of 40 res- 


pondents as a first, second, or third choice company of importance. 


It appears that foreign-controlled companies are viewed as 
Superior to Canadian-owned firms on three of the five characteristics: 
wages, contributions to charity or community funds, and support of com- 


munity activities or functions. 


Advantages and Disadvantages 


of Foreign and Canadian Ownership 


Four questions (Nos. 9, 10, 11, and 12) sought to determine 
the perceived advantages and disadvantages to the local community of 


Canadian-owned and foreign-owned companies. 


Exhibits 21 and 22, pages 85 and 86, detail the advantages of 
foreign and Canadian ownership respectively. Exhibit 21 reverts to the 
pattern exhibited in previous questions - that is, that the foreign- 
owned company at least provides jobs, growth, and prosperity. No ad- 


vantages were mentioned by almost 20 per cent of respondents. 
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Answers 
Total interviews 
Provides employment 
No advantages 


Influx of money 


Develops Canadian industry 


Progress/expans ion/development 


in country/community 
Don't know/not stated 


More capital 


Taxes paid to town/community 


Higher wages 


Miscellaneous 


Higher standard of living 


Helps economy 


More experience/know-how 


Better working conditions 


Keeps prices down/lower 


Brings more business/people 


into area 


More competition 


EXHIBIT 21 


RESPONSES ON ADVANTAGES OF FOREIGN 
OWNERSHIP TO LOCAL COMMUNITY 
(PERCENT ) 


100 100 100 
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EXHIBIT 22 


RESPONSES ON ADVANTAGES OF 
CANADIAN OWNERSHIP TO LOCAL COMMUNITY 


(PERCENT ) 
Total interviews 100 100 















Money/profits retained in Canada 





More jobs/work for Canadians 







No advantages 






Improves/helps economy 


Principle/national pride 







Miscellaneous 






More Canadian control; 
decision-making 






Preserve Canadian identity 










More concern for Canada/ 
Canadians /community 







Don't know/not stated 







Lower taxes/taxes remain here 





Builds country, expansion/ 
development 







Cheaper/better/Canadian products 


Contributions to community 







Unity 






More Canadians in top jobs 


Easier to get parts/Canadian parts 







Freedom from foreign/U.S. control 


Permanence of firms 
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Exhibit 22 indicates a healthy awareness of the key benefits 
of Canadian ownership in that 47 per cent of responses related to "money/ 
profits retained in Canada". Only 10 per cent saw no advantages in 


Canadian ownership. 


Exhibits 23 and 24 present the disadvantages of foreign and 
Canadian ownership. It can be readily seen that "no disadvantages for 
Canadian ownership" is relatively high at 53 per cent, as compared with 
the foreign ownership score of 25 per cent. Also, there is a fairly 
high awareness of the core issues involved in foreign ownership; for 
example, in Exhibit 23, 27 per cent mentioned "profits exported" and 


17 per cent mentioned "domination/control". 


In Exhibit 24, one can see the usual "negatives" associated 
with Canadian ownership "less capital available" and "Canadian investors 


less confident in Canadian market". 


Exhibit 25 summarizes the responses to the questions of ad- 
vantages and disadvantages of Canadian and foreign ownership; it shows 
that most people feel that there are advantages (49 per cent) or both 
advantages and disadvantages (40 per cent) to Canadian ownership. A 
high percentage (60 per cent) believes that there are both advantages 
and disadvantages to foreign ownership, but only a minority (19 per cent) 


replied that there were "advantages only" to foreign ownership. 


The answers to these four questions can be interpreted as 


showing that the small-town respondents have fairly clear ideas about 
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EXHIBIT 23 
RESPONSES ON DISADVANTAGES OF FOREIGN 


OWNERSHIP TO LOCAL COMMUNITY 
(PERCENT) 


Average iN #S 
Total interviews 
Profits exported 
No disadvantages 
Domination/control 


Miscellaneous 


| Don't know/not stated 


Plants, hence jobs, not permanent 
Foreign bosses 

Drain on resources 

Preferential hiring 

Higher prices/cost of living 
Don't pay enough 

Pollution 

Less Canadian investment 


Not interested/involved in 
community problems 


Less opportunity to develop 
industries resources 


Decisions made outside 


Parts/materials harder to get 
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EXHIBIT 24 


RESPONSES ON DISADVANTAGES OF 
CANADIAN OWNERSHIP TO LOCAL COMMUNITY 


Total interviews 
No disadvantages 
Don't know/not stated 
Less capital available 


Canadian investors less confident 
in Canadian market 


Shortage of funds/money 
Slower growth 

Smaller companies 
Smaller market 


Lower wages 


| Higher costs/prices 
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EXHIBIT 25 


SUMMARY ADVANTAGES / DISADVANTAGES 
OF CANADIAN OWNERSHIP TO LOCAL COMMUNITY 


GS ip sivas Bete | eer aE: 
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Total Interviewed 
(Not stated=38 interviewees ) 


{ie | 
bee ee / Ps 


49% 46 
2 

4O 4 

10 4. 


SUMMARY ADVANTAGES /DISADVANTAGES 
OF FOREIGN OWNERSHIP IN LOCAL COMMUNITY 


Advantages Only 












Disadvantages Only 


Both 





"No advantages" and 
"No disadvantages" 





Total Interviewed 
(Not stated= 56 interviewees 


Advantages Only 
Disadvantages Only 


Both 


"No advantages" and 
"No disadvantages 
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the pros and cons of foreign ownership vis-a-vis Canadian ownership at 
the local level. At the same time, if foreign ownership means the 
provision of employment and growth opportunities that would not other- 
wise be available, the establishment of a foreign-controlled company is 
acceptable. Perhaps respondents feel that the potential negative effects 
of foreign ownership are someone else's responsibility - the provincial 
or federal government's, for instance - rather than a grass roots con- 


cern for the community. 


Overall Effect 
or Foreign Ownership 


Question No.15 asked for an overall opinion on the favourable 
or the unfavourable impact of foreign-owned companies on the local com- 
munity. Exhibit 26, details the results. Foreign ownership was viewed 
as favourable by two-thirds of the respondents, while less than 10 per 
cent viewed it as unfavourable (8 per cent average for the four commu- 
nities). Opinions seemed to be particularly strong in community #N 
where only 4 per cent failed to say whether the effect was favourable 
or unfavourable, in contrast with community #58, where 40 per cent did 


not state an opinion. 


Major reasons volunteered for why foreign-owned companies had 
a favourable overall effect included "provides employment", "helpful 
to local growth",, and "brings money in". Community #N and to some 
extent #W also expressed "higher pay", while community #E respondents 


said they were "necessary for survival of community", as well as "helpful 
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to growth and improvement to the community". Respondents' rating of 
effects as "extremely important" was strong at an average of 66 per cent 
across the four towns. The responses to this question seem to indicate 
that community residents feel that foreign-owned companies bring positive 
benefits to the local community. 

Impact of Foreign 

Ownership on Personal Life 

Three questions (Nos. 8, 13, and 14) probed opinions and atti- 

tudes toward foreign ownership within the context of the respondents’ 
personal life. The questions were designed to measure the importance 
of the issue when specifically related to its impact on respondents' 


job, place of employment, etc. 


First, respondents were asked how foreign ownership affected 
them personally, if at all. Exhibit 27 shows that 43 per cent of the 
total sample said it made no difference to them. In community #E, how- 
ever, a relatively smaller number (22 per cent) said that ownership did 
not affect them. Total favourable replies were 29 per cent and un- 


favourable 46 per cent. 


Respondents also were asked about their attitudes toward the 
nationality of their employer. Exhibit 28 shows the results. Sixty- 
four per cent of the employed respondents were employed by Canadian-owned 
companies, although the percentages of those working for foreign-owned 


companies in communities #S and #E were double those in #N and #W. 
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EXHIBIT 27 


RESPONSES ON PERSONAL EFFECTS OF FOREIGN OWNERSHIP 
(PERCENT) 


Answers 


Total interviews 
No difference to me 


Profits go out/no help to us (U) 


Creates/provides employment (F) 


Fewer jobs for Canadians (U) 

Spouse works there/can't know it(F) 
Higher prices (U) 

Miscellaneous favourable 
Miscellaneous unfavourable 


No job security/could close 
any time (U) 


Loss of our identity (U) 
Don't know/not stated 

Higher standard of living (F) 
Better investors (F) 

Lower prices (f) 

More foreigners hired (U) 


Less concern for community 
welfare (U) 


Better working conditions/ 
higher wages (F) 


Materials/parts/service 
hard to get (U) 


Dictate their own policies (U) 


Lower income/standard of living(U) 





Note: "F" refers to favourable comment, while "U" refers to unfavourable comment. 


Kates, Peat, Marwick & Co. 


See 


EXHIBIT 28 


ATTITUDE TOWARD EMPLOYMENT IN FOREIGN/CANADIAN-OWNED COMPANY 
(PERCENT) 


Total Interviews 

Respondent Not Employed 
Respondent Employed 

Total Employed 

Works for Canadian-Owned Co. 
Works for Foreign-Owned Co. 

Don't Know 

Company Ownership Matters 

Company Ownership Does Not Matter 


Company Ownership/No Opinion 


Total Concerned 


Prefer to Work for Canadian Co. 
No Security in Foreign-Owned Co. 
Should Keep Things Canadian-Owned 
Profits Should Stay In Canada 


Canada/Our Country should Benefit 
More 


Miscellaneous 


Don't Know/Not Stated 





Kates, Peat, Marwick & Co. 
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Fifty-seven per cent of the employed group said that the nationality of 
the employing company did not matter and 33 per cent said it did matter. 
There is some correlation (marginally reliable statistically) between 
"company ownership matters" and "works for a Canadian-owned company", 


as shown by the results of #N and #W as opposed to #S and #E. 


Among those concerned with the nationality of their employer 
(that is, those saying "company ownership matters"), 38 per cent said 
they preferred to work for a Canadian company. Other responses were of 
a more general pro-Canadian or anti-foreign nature. The samples of 
those indicating concern were too small on a town-by-town basis to pro- 


vide statistically reliable reasons for such concern. 


Opinions were most strongly polarized in community #N, and 
the highest level of indifference occurred in community #5. The net 
result, however, is that respondents seem not to be overly concerned 


about the nationality of their employer. 


Finally, respondents were asked for their attitudes toward the 
nationality of their spouse's employer. In this case, as shown ie 
Exhibit 29, 71 per cent of respondents said that "company ownership does 
not matter". It appears that once the issue is made less personal than 
in the preceding question, the level of indifference rises. 

Attitudes Toward Government 
Record and Future Involvement 


The final group of questions (Nos. 5, 17, and 19) was aimed 


EXHIBIT 29 


ATTITUDE TO OWNERSHIP OF COMPANY EMPLOYING SPOUSE 
( PERCENT) 


ANSWERS Average #N #S #FE FW =i 








Total Interviews 100 100 100 
Not Married 15 7 19 
Spouse Not Employed 4O 19 a7 







Spouse Employed 


Total Employed 







Works for Canadian-Owned Co. 






Works for Foreign-Owned Co. 


Don't Know 






Company Ownership Matters 






Company Ownership Does Not Matter 






| No Opinion/Company Ownership 
Total Concerned 

Just Prefer Canadian Firm 
Should Keep Things Canadian Owned 
Feel More Secure 
Loyalty/Patriotism/Pride 

Profits Should Stay in Canada 
Miscellaneous 


Don't Know/Not Stated 


Kates, Peat, Marwick & Co. 


at uncovering the general public's opinions and attitudes on the follow- 
ing Wssuess 
- government action on the foreign ownership issue 
relative to other issues 


- whether government should do more on the foreign 
ownership question 


- the perceived value in having a government screening 
agency. 

Assessment of 

Government Action 

Respondents were asked for their opinion on the government's 
past action on the foreign ownership issue. The results are presented 
in Exhibit 30. On average, just over half the respondents wanted more 
government action; 21 per cent wanted no further action, and 27 per cent 
were undecided. Responses for communities #N and #S were quite different, 
with cver 60 per cent of #N respondents favouring more action and only 
30 per cent of #S respondents feeling more action is desirable. While 
communities #N, #E, and #W all had about 20 per cent "don't know" res- 
ponses, #S had almost half of its respondents in a "don't know" category; 


this may reflect the lower level of education in this community. 


When the results of this question are viewed in relation to 
other areas of the survey - particulary questions 13 and 14 discussed 
above - it seems that the general public of the small towns would prefer 
to replace any personal action on the issue (for example, endeavouring 


to work for a Canadian-owned firm) with government action. 
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EXHIBIT 30 


ASSESSMENT OF GOVERNMENT ACTION 
ON ISSUES OF FOREIGN OWNERSHIP 
(PERCENT) 


_. as SPY 


rat Ly) 20 as, 23 
opt 62 30 54 BO 
ZF ZL 49 Pal 18 


Kates, Peat, Marwick & Co. 








Enough to Improve Situation 


Not Enough to Improve Situation 








Don't Know 


LOO, 


Need for 
Increased Action 


Respondents were asked whether the government should do more ; 
if so, in general terms or in specific industries, and which industries. 
The results in Exhibit 31 show that 73 per cent favour more government 
action. Community #N is higher than average at 82 per cent, and #S is 
lower at 61 per cent. On an age breakdown, the younger group (under 40) 
in all four communities were somewhat stronger in their view that govern- 


ment should do more. 


Just over half of all respondents and approximately 70 per 
cent of those favouring more action thought it should be directed to 
certain industries. Industries felt more important than others with 
regard to governmental action on foreign ownership were natural resources, 
mining, automobile manufacturing, oil refining and petroleum industries, 


and forest-based industries. 


Government 


Screening Agency 


Opinions were sought on the concept of a government screening 
agency for new foreign investment. Exhibit 32 shows that an average of 
84 per cent of respondents thought screening of new foreign capital to 
be a good idea and only 8 per cent disagreed with it. The breakdown 
of this result showed no consistent trend that the four towns' younger 


people felt any different from the older people. 
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EXHIBIT 32 


ATTITUDE TO GOVERNMENT SCREENING AGENCY 
(PERCENT) 


eee eee Pee 


84 85 hei 
8 ne 4 
7 1 a7, 
1 ut 3 





Screening of Foreign Capital: 
A good Idea 










Not a Good Idea 
Undecided 


Not Stated 


Kates, Peat, Marwick & Co. 


Apparently, the idea of government responsibility is very 
appealing to most citizens interviewed in the four small urban centres. 
The concern that government has not done enough and the relatively high 
levels of enthusiasm for more government action in general, and even 
more support for a specific measure, would appear to be a mandate for 
future government action. 
ever, in view of the varying degrees of support among communities and, 


particularly, the early indications of relatively little concern about 


foreign ownership among the respondents. 


SUMMARY 


General Importance 


of Foreign Ownership 


Foreign ownership, on a spontaneous, unprompted, 
"top-of-the-mind" basis, is not stated to be a 
major issue by the general public in Ontario's 
small urban centres. 


Explicit examples of foreign ownership cause anti- 
foreign ownership sentiment to arise, relative to 
Canadian ownership (as identified by the cartoon 
prompt). 


The public has a stereotyped impression of con- 
servatism in the Canadian business community. 


The public sees little difference between foreign- 
and Canadian- owned companies in terms of their 
impact on employment. 


Only about half of the general public is informed 
about the nationality of ownership of companies 
operating in Canada. 


This interpretation should be modified, how- 


103. 


104. 


@ There is some concern over long-term effects of 
foreign ownership and over its impact on research 
and development activities. 


e The vast majority are of the opinion that there is 
enough U.S. capital in Canada now. 


Foreign Ownership 


and the Local Community 


@ Foreign ownership, on a "prompted" basis, ranks 
sixth or seventh in importance among such community 
concerns as food prices, drug abuse, road safety, 
pollution, and unemployment. 


@ Companies in a community are considered important 
if they create jobs and provide good working con- 
ditions and wages. Nationality of ownership does 
not seem to be important in this context. 


@ Foreign-owned companies seem to enjoy a corporate 
image which is at least as good as that of Canadian- 
owned firms. 


@ Foreign-owned companies are generally seen as having 
a favourable impact on the community. 


e On a "specific probe" basis, the general public seems 
to find more disadvantages to foreign ownership and 
more advantages to Canadian ownership, than vice 
versa. 


Impact of Foreign 


Ownership on Personal Life 


e Almost half of the general public does not consider 
foreign ownership to affect it personally, although 
there are more unfavourable statements about the 
impact of foreign ownership than favourable ones. 


e Nationality of the individual's employer is not 
considered relevant by the majority of the general 
public. 
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e Of those concerned about nationality of their em- 
ployer, over a third would prefer to work for a 
Canadian-owned company. The remainder have other, 
more general reasons for favouring Canadian owner- 
Ship. 


Attitudes Toward Government 
Record and Future Involvement 


@ Just over one-half of the general public believes 
that the government has not taken sufficient action 
on the foreign ownership issue; one-fifth is satis- 
fied with past action. 


e Almost three-quarters favour more government action 
and 70 per cent of these think it should be focused 
on a number of specific industries, principally na- 
tural resources, mining, automobiles, oil and petro- 
leum, and forest-based industries. 


e The majority favour a government screening agency 
to determine whether foreign investments are bene- 
ficial: 
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IV_- OVERVIEW OF SURVEY RESULTS 


This section presents a summary interpretation of the results 
of the two separate surveys of community leaders and the general public 
in four small urban centres in Ontario. 

SCOPE OF 
SURVEY DESIGN 

The surveys were designed to be complementary to the main study 
of behavioural differences between foreign- and Canadian-controlled firms. 
They attempted to document the opinions of the general public and comnu- 
nity leaders in representative Ontario communities with regard to the 
general issue of foreign ownership and the differences, if any - to the 
country, to the community, and to individuals personally - that are per- 


ceived in the behaviour of foreign- and Canadian-controlled companies. 


Part of the overall background is a series of Financial Post 


4, 


articles” which provides a journalistic account of various issues related 
generally to the alleged "cocacolonization" of Canada. The survey at- 
tempted to obtain a more specific reading of some of the issues raised 

in these articles, as well as issues raised in discussions with the 
Select Committee and during our research in specific industries. Such 


issues included community involvement on the part of foreign-owned com- 


panies and sentiments about working for foreign-owned firms. It should 


4. Compiled in a book by Robert L. Perry, Galt, U.S.A. (Toronto: MacLean- 
Hunter sLtds, 1971). 


108. 


be noted that the scope of the survey was considerably narrower than 


what can be covered in journalistic accounts. To some extent, parti- 


- cularly in the community leaders survey, it was possible to identify what 


foreign ownership actually means to people and how it relates to anti- 
Americanism and pro-Canadiansim; it was not possible, however, to analyze 
in depth all the complex psychological associations that people seem to 


have with the concept of foreign ownership. 


With regard to the more specific question of the behaviour of 
foreign-owned firms, the survey results are relatively more clear, and 


conclusions can be drawn from them. 
COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVENESS 


Four communities were selected on the basis of criteria out lined 
in Section 1. From the survey, it is apparent that each of the communities 
is quite different and each has its own community "soul". Based on the 
sample, one community in Southern Ontario could be said to be quite fa- 
vourably disposed toward the United States; one has a more impersonal, 
suburban orientation; one is particularly conscious of its own future as 
a distinct community; and one is a resource-dependent community in 


Northern Ontario with relatively more uncertain economic conditions. 


Thus, these communities are fairly distinct in themselves, and 
in one sense cannot be said to be representative of Ontario communities: 


for there is probably no such thing as an "average" Ontario community. In 
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another sense, the towns are typical, or at least similar, since there 
is a degree of similarity in attitudes toward many basic questions. There- 


fore, while there would probably be degrees of differences between these 
communities and others - in some cases significant ones - the results 
from the surveys of the four towns may be considered to be a fair repre- 


sentation of small- to medium-sized urban centres in Ontario. 


There is one possible exception to the broad representativeness 
of the four towns selected. The four in the sample do not appear to 
have included communities that have had obvious problems with foreign- 
owned companies. Perhaps, there exist very few or no cases where resi- 
dents feel that foreign-owned companies have behaved very badly, (for 
example, shutting down operations in the community as a result of cor- 
porate headquarters' decisions). Clear-cut cases of such undesirable 
corporate behaviour were not found in the communities selected. 
ATTITUDES TOWARD FOREIGN OWNER- 

SHIP AND FOREIGN-OWNED COMPANTES 

The survey included questions about awareness of and concern 
about the impact of foreign ownership on a general basis and on the com- 
munity, and the impact of foreign-owned companies on the community rela- 


tive to that of Canadian-owned firms. 


From both the community leaders survey and the general public 
survey, it is apparent that foreign ownership problems are considered to 
be relatively less important than issues with a more immediate impact, 


such as unemployment and inflation. 


EL: 


When probed about whether they worried about foreign ownership 
many community leaders showed significant concern about the overall 
impact of foreign ownership. They seemed to hold the basic premise that 
Canadian identity and autonomy should be preserved and that government 
action should be taken if foreign ownership should threaten these values. 
When probed, the general public seemed to be against further foreign 
ownership locally and nationally, and for government action, should foreign 


ownership prove threatening. 


With respect to the behaviour of foreign-owned companies in 
small communities, the survey shows that foreign-owned companies are 
perceived by both community leaders and the public at large to be good 
corporate citizens. The general public survey revealed that the cor- 
porate image of foreign-owned companies was equal or superior to that of 
comparable Canadian-owned companies. Significant numbers of the general 
public respondents were quite prepared to work for foreign-controlled 
firms, even though they had more general concerns about the overall ef- 
fects of a high level of foreign ownership in Canada's economy. Although 
respondents generally felt that there were more advantages to Canadian 
ownership than to foreign ownership in the local community, the specific 


effects of foreign-owned companies were generally felt to be positive. 


Suggested Interpretation 


of Survey Results 


As described above, there appeared to be general concern about 


foreign ownership expressed by both the general public and community 


Lh. 


leaders. From the open-ended interviews of community leaders, it was 
apparent that foreign ownership was associated with general sentiments 
such as nationalism and possibly anti-Americanism. It would therefore 
be difficult to isolate the question of foreign ownership from these 


broad issues in an interpretation of the community leaders' responses. 


The structured nature of the general public interviews pro- 
vided a more quantifiable indication of attitudes toward foreign owner- 
ship and indicated (with somewhat more emphasis by younger respondents) 
that there is a definite preference for Canadian ownership. On the 
basis of discussions with the community leaders, we would interpret the 
general public's attitudes toward foreign ownership as representing 


broad Canadian nationalism and possibly anti-American sentiment. 


One area of specific concern that exemplified the nationalism 
sentiment was the opinion that foreign ownership could reduce our ability 
to manage our natural resources in the best interests of Canadians. This 
was a recurrent theme in the community leaders survey, and the resource 
industries are those most readily identified as worth"buying back" by the 
general public. The typical respondent seemed to be saying that Canada 
is not getting enough for its natural resources and that the country should 


preserve them for its own use through more direct control. 


A possible interpretation of the survey results is that foreign 
ownership is a "motherhood" issue. Respondents, as good Canadians, might 


be somewhat reluctant to support foreign ownership. The community leader 


2k 


interviews tend to illustrate, through individual expressions of senti- 


ment, that pro-Canadian attitudes are genuine. 


Another broad interpretation could be that Canadians are used 
to the amount and manifestations of foreign ownership that presently 
exist in Canada. Community residents seem to accept it as a fact of 
life, and they explain its necessity by their feeling that Canadians are 
not risk-takers and have not been providing sufficient entrepreneurial 
leadership in the economy. What they may be Saying, however, is that 
the future impact of foreign ownership may not be as acceptable as it 
has been up to the present, particularly if the level and/or impact of 


foreign ownership continues to increase. 


In summary, both community leaders and the general public in 
the surveyed communities may be described as feeling that, while indi- 
vidual foreign-controlled firms are usually beneficial to the community, 
the cumulative impact of foreign ownership is now a matter of concern to 
them, and government action is warranted to ensure that Canadians remain 


in control of Canada's resources, its economy, and its national identity. 


There is no indication that foreign ownership has reached a 
crisis condition in the public's mind, but mixed with a willingness to 
live with foreign-owned companies is a gut feeling of nationalism. |The 
expectation seems to be that government should take some action to limit 


the possibly undesirable cumulative impact of foreign ownership. 


APPENDIX A 


SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTERED 
TO GENERAL PUBLIC OF FOUR COMMUNITIES 
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CANADIAN FACTS CO. LIMITED 
TORONTO - MONTREAL 


Hello, 


I'm Mrs. of Canadian Facts. We are conducting 


eS . 
a survey of people's attitudes towards social and business conditions and | would 
like to ask you some questions. 


(HAND CARD ''A'') Would you mind telling me which letter on this card 
corresponds to your age or age group? 


As UNDER 18. YEARS <4... 05 as. 0.e = DISCONTINUE 


B16 ce 20 (YEARS acer. ean eae 1 
Comrie st DEO VERRS os ke dieinse cre 2 
Die 25-729) NEARSN ews fone cues | 3 
ea Ges eS 4a EARS oma. Lin ctata vee 4 
Fe SOS nso EARS: wien aie erento 5 
Gre hOe— Bue NEARS? occ th eves 6 
He Hoa ANOCVEARS 1. avs osetia 7 
FS Oem OH ON CARS: con co tates 8 
OSM YEARSSANDEOVERMS erence: 9 


RERUS EDRs caei. pa tewann ie Mhavensaeene rots 1 ESTIMATE AGE 


First of all I'd like to talk to you about what's happening in Canada generally, as 
well as here in your community, Some things are presenting threats or problems to 


us, and others are offering benefits and opportunities for improving our way of life. 


|'m going to ask you about both the problems and the good things. 


l-a) 


-b) 


First, just thinking about the problems, which ones do you yourself feel are of 
greatest concern? Any others? 


2. 
SIE 13- 
4 1h- 


Now, thinking about the benefits and opportunities for improving our lives, 
which ones do you think show the greatest promise? Are there any others? 


~a) 


-b) 


hea) 


-b) 


m=) 1m 


I'd like to talk further about the problems you mentioned, 

Thinking about (NAME PRORLEN) In relation to your own community and how it 
effects your own local area | want you to tell me how serious you, yourself, 
feel each is. (HAND CARD ''b'"') Do you Feel _ (NAME PROBLEM) is very 


serious, fairly serious, not very serious or not at all serious? 
(REPEAT FOR EACH PROBLEM, ONE AT A TINE) 


NOT 
VERY FAIRLY VERY NOT AT 
WRITE IN FIRST FOUR SERIOUS SERIOUS SERIOUS ALL SERIOUS 
PROBLEMS NAMED: Pye «Teen hire ee feeae ea ea noe 
\, Sar LL OE X 0 1 
194 
De 20- 3 h 5 6 
ics 
Be 22- 26-Y¥ Xx 0 1 
Ey gaa OP Fone Sa 
(i 24- 3 4 5 6 


|! am going to show you a cartoon, When you have read it 
a couple of short questions about it, 


HAND CARTOON SHOWING -HEADLINE 
W " 
"BIG U.S, COMPANY PROMISES NEW PLANT FOR " sa ee pan, | 


CARTOON SHOWS WOMAN READING PAPER AND POINTING TO HEADLINE, SHE SAYS TO HER 
HUSBAND -- "WHAT DO YOU THINK ABOUT THIS!'', 271 


,» | would like to ask you 


What do you think the husband says in reply to his wife's question? Is there 
anything else? 





What reasons does the husband give? (PROBE FULLY FOR ALL REASONS) 
28- 
2m 


nen nnn nn ne aaa SaaS nana SSSR RS ESSE SERRE een eed 


Different people, of course, feel concerned about different things. The subjects 
on these cards are ones that some people have said are of concern to them. 

Please rate these items in order of importance as you feel they concern you 
personally. (HAND BOARD AND SHUFFLE CARDS), Number ''l'' is the least important; 
number ''10'' is the most important. You can put as many or as few.as you wish 

in any pile. 


(HAND CARD !'C'') 


Please consider these items again, and as | read each one, tell me how 
concerned you are about its effects on you and your local community. Now 
for (READ FIRST STATEMENT) are you very concerned about its effect on your 
local community, fairly concerned about its effect on your local community, 
not too concerned about its effect on your local community or not at all 
concerned about its effect on your local community? 


VERY FAIRLY NOT VERY NOT AT ALL 
RATE CONCERNED CONCERNED CONCERNED CONCERNED 

Air and water pollution ...ceeee ____30- 40-Y X 0 1 
Unemployment: . ses +s. «wel evlnoccve aa 3) 3 4 5 6 
Strikes which effect public 

SET VICES phates oes periedleen wpe eye te oN X 0 1 
Foreign ownership of industry 

in Canddcdaeeee action eta tenscsss mise og 3 4 5 6 
Increase fin food prices c.secese sto H2ey xX | 0 1 

iim’ GRECTON vosteceeces Coie cna ce pete Oe 3 4 5 6 
Drugiabuse- si uses eee tecaeee eee meat oeY X 0 1 
Safetyson the roads ara. tssucersene os 3 4 5 6 
ABOFELON coieccwlels c ded kaw tecios cla pee eoe tay X 0 1 


Ne eee es a Tae ee 2 a i SE oe 290- 3 4 5 6 


-c) 


WW 


(2-7) 


1 want you to think now about each of these same items and the way the Ontario 
Government has dealt with them, As | \eed each item,please tell me whether 
you feel Ontario Government legistation has done enough or has not done 
enough to improve the situation? 
ENOQUCH Noy ENOUGH 
TO IMPROVE O IMPROVE 
SITUATION SITUATION DON'T KNOW 


Atheoatid Water pO IE OM: a. sielsieie sete e eleaieies se Co ES A: Sp eke ea ke: 
CIRC UTCS OVATE Io spore cube olctottmatiotere ce tere ote etaeranetererere aoe oe oe 3 pyre a, | 
Strikes which effect public 

services ee ee ee ee ee ee eo) Greer renee Uf ee TR BOR 8 


Foreign ownership of industry 


in Canada SCOP OTOL OR ORC OHHH ER ES OH EHH EOE h6- 
[IME eCASSm IN MhOOM MP IalCCS vert atclers steretniatel otelelsie 


lnimi gration Pe ee a oe 


Sale VAGiEeU Oman Meares eteteietetsielela aiereteiels alee 


eoeeeeeee . eeeve ee & 


Abortion CeCe MOH POH HOHE HHO EE HHEEEOOCHOHHEH EEE 


vl 
2 
6 
DUG: nONSS cris ca vies eeieala cuts ols Siaae ee pam wpe ee LY caren tint 
2 
6 
Y 


x~ N Ww «— A WwW 
oOo Of fF.o co = oS 


Ob ee Oe lw oe 


NRE Nia MOLINE eyes Aatirae «oka Sve Ben'nce tae. Hes 


| want to talk now about companics in the local area, Just thinking about the 
different companies that are in Which one company do you feel is most 
important to the local community? (ONE COMPANY ONLY) 


4g- 


50- 
What reasons do you have for selecting this company? Is there anything else? 
(PROBE FULLY FOR ALL REASONS) 


ie 








| would like you now to think about some of the other companies here in 
and select two others which you also feel are important to the local community? 





ij) 


wae 


iv ) 


v) 


IN QUESTIONS 6-d), -e) and f), RESPONDENT MUST RATE ONE COMPANY AT A TIME FOR ALL 
STATEMENTS BEFORE GOING TO THE NEXT COMPANY, 





6-d) (HAND CARD ''D'') This card shows a number of characteristics about companies. 
For each pair, | want you to select the one statement which you feel applies 


more for _(NAME COMPANY IN Q, 6-a) . 


-e) Now for _(NAME COMPANY 2 MENTIONED IN Q, 6-c) ), please select the one state- 


ment from each pair which you feel applies more? 


-f) And for (NAME COMPANY 3 MENTIONED IN Q, 6-c) ) , again select the statement 


in each pair which you feel applies more 
-d) 


-e) 


-f) 


e@ccocesveeveere eee ee ef 8 eee ee e207 e7 ee Fee Fee ee eeeeeoeeereeee se 


(WRITE IN COMPANY (WRITE IN COMPANY (WRITE IN COMPANY 


NAMED FIRST) NAMED SECOND) NAMED THIRD) 
Considering the type of industry, 
they provide good working 
Cond tt] oneteits woes Bele ee aelsis pane Bete y MPR etaontr Serres me PY hall aria aha Sayers SSN 
Considering the type of industry, 
they do not provide good working 
Rand EONS Ae oe one eee ee Keel vahevonevexrciovenerore iannters Nish ie tovenesetiecetawene X 
They pay their employees well ..... 1 y 1 
They do not pay their employees 
well SceCoeeeeeeRBeeSP@Se2Beee2eeoseeseeee 2 OF POY Sy OO OSLO MST D) Oe; 8.1.0 e, 2 ore oe eo eo ww © 2 
They contribute to charity and 
COMMUMIPEY Mili Ut USilavelelotelslcleleieieis aleleeleiele BS Je Aivieaten tian ee AM Pes Sas isan 4 
They do not contribute to charity 
and community funds ccccccccccecece SRNR HAUT Dena Er Nile Dialers cl aitct ciate 5 
They support many community 
AGcIWIeneS Eliel WUMEENGING socasoaccc ea TaN eR yi Yet ci he ee 3 7 
They do not support many community 3 
ACH VirEe Sua nCmetin CLMOM Stren. etekerere lets t mae tmmenERm tron omen en ons) reno usic no) cacns Bananarama 8 
They are very concerned about 
keeping the environment pollution SOLA to kde ies Pepa a Sr ET ee es 
free eeoceaeo ere er eee eeeaeeeeeeeeeoaee e 
They are not very concerned about 
keeping the environment pollution 
free ecevser er erraseo20e2 OFF e2eeeeee X ed a a ae xX oat CT ak dh Read call orig x 
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(HAND CARD ''F'') Here is a card showing the names of a number of companies = some we 


may have already talked about in the previous questions, We know you may not 
be sure about all of these companies but,for each company, | want you to tell 
me whether you think it is owned mainly by Canadians or owned mainly by people 
living in the U.S. or overseas? 





CANAD | AN FOREIGN DON'T 
(actual names have been deleted) OWNED OWNED KNOW 
71-¥ x 0 
3 4 
7 - 8 
j2=Y X 0 
3 4 
ih 8 
a ef X 0 
2 3 4 
6 7 8 
74-Y X 0 
2 3 4 
6 rf 8 
[DEN X 6 
2 3 4 


We realize that people don't think and talk about current issues and affairs 
all of the time, but just for a moment would you please tell me how you feel 
foreign ownership affects you personally? (PROBE) 7-2 


Lesa 


14- 





With regard to your own local community, would you tel] me what main advantages 
you see to foreign ownership? (PROBE 








i= 
16- 





With regard to your own local community, would you tell me what main disadvan- 
tages you see to foreign ownership? (PROBE) ————e 











ay tee 


ls Now, still thinking about your own local community, please tell me what main 
advantages you see to Canadian ownership? (PROBE) 

















19- 
7A0)= 
Ze, Now, still thinking about your own local community, please tell me what main 
disadvantages you see to Canadian ownership? (PROBE) 
2S 
Dis 





13-a) Are you, yourself, employed? 
WES aA aed ge cat Msgpie? 9s Ll 
NO seb eoe eae ceetes ie GO TO Tha) 


-b) Does it matter to you, yourself, whether your company is foreign owned or 
Canadian owned? 


VES pepe et eae EA 1 NO e@veeeaervearveeo8e 2 NO OPINION ececcvcecce 3 


Why do you feel this way? (PROBE) 





-d) "Do yous Ihe fact a Work IT Or. oie. 


a Canadian owned company? ....27-1 
or a foreign owned company? ..... 2 
DON'T KNOW eeeeveva cov eeenene2 ea 3 


14-a) ls your husband/wife employed? 


NOtT> MARR RED !2/co0ou sere sa ee L GO TO Q, 15 | 


VES wore rwerseeneeseoeeere eee? 2 


NO Nenana re MAN EMA oa Ee GO TO 15-a) | 


-b) Does it matter to you, yourself, whether the company your husband/wife works 
for is foreign owned or Canadian owned? 


VESa7 ey oae= NOW ome oeeee ou? NOSOP TINTON Me < weee 35 





Why do you feel this way? (PROBE) 


-d) Do you know whether your husband/wife works for 


a Canadian owned company? .... 32-] 
or a foreign owned company? ..... 2 


DONT KN US oa deees sae sane eens 3 


15-a) Overall would you say that the effect of foreign owned companies on this 
community iS ..eeeeee. (READ LIST) 


Favourable pcscweadeatoses 3371 


unfavourable y.cacesenhese 2 
OF, DEVENER Seco vieawates weee See 3 
-b) Will you tell me why you feel this way? 








34 
a 


-c) Would you say that the effect(s) you mentioned are extremely important, fairly 
important or not at all important? 


EXTREMELY IMPORTANT ..... 36-1 


PAUR Ye IMPORDAN Ie cee eee 2 
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT .... 3 
16, 1'm going to read you a list of statements. (HAND CARD ''G'') As | read each, 


would you please tell me how strongly you agree or disagree with it? 


~a) The long term effects of foreign ownership of companies operating in Canada wil] 
be no different than the long term effects of Canadian ownership of companies 


operating in Canada, 


AGREE STRONGLY .....e000- 3/7! DISAGREE MILDLY .,...+c0- 4 
AGREEMSOMEWDAMvec!. eres siels 2 DISAGREE SOMEWHAT ....... 5 
AGRE EMD Ieee oe ete arate are are 3 DISAGREE STRONGLY ....... 6 


-b) There is no difference between Canadian owned and foreign owned companies 
operating in Canada in terms of ...... 


eceee providing jobs for Canadians, 


AGREE STRONGLY 24 ce o2ug0"! DISAGREE MILDLY ......... 4 
AGREE SOMEWHAT ,...-ccceo 2 DISAGREE SOMEWHAT SSS. 7. 5 
REREE MILDLY, veoeece ee ce 3 DISAGREE STRONGLY ....... 6 


the amount of research and development they do in Canada 


aes et ee: 


AGREEGSTRONGEYS 2) tras ce ecko oe! DISAGREES MUEDIE Yarn rrereteetere 

AGREESS OMEWHATiO® sccics sietere 2 DISAGREE SOMEWHAT .......6 

AGREES MPLDEViateter arsiercietetete > 3 DIPSAGREESSTRONGI YE cae. 
seeee being good corporate citizens, 

AGREE STRONGLY ....cccccce 40-1 DISAGREE MILDLY ......... & 

AGREE SOMEWHAT ocsee cles e 2 DISAGREE SOMEWHAT 3.00.6. 5 


AGREESILED LENGE a acces ta'oteiee 3 DISAGREE STRONGLY. 2, ecee 16 


-c) Canadians are not willing to invest in their own companies operating in 


Canada. 
AGREE STIRONGIEY Stier cpereae cs 4]-] DUSAGREE* MilEDIEY, Wonnectaterer iene 4 
AGREE SOMEWHAT ..:....... 2 DISAGREE SOMEWHAT ........ 5 
AGREES M NEDEecetrctsterstenteee 3 DNSAGREESSTRONGEY oer rere 6 
-d) Canadian owned companies could grow bigger without investment from the U.S. 


or overseas. 


AGREEMSTIRONGIN Tore siviclsleciereet2=il DISAGREES MED Yaeseererersrererer 
AGREESSOMEWHAM So iere cteletercrere 2 DISAGREE SOMEWHAT .......5 
AGREE MID ee Seerce ar cccterete 3 DISAGREE STRONGLYS% <2... 6 

-e) U.S. and overseas owned companies can afford to take more financial risks than 


Canadian owned companies, 


AGREES SiRONGLEViere ais ciereter Sal DISAGREES MINED ENGeeeee tevetarcrerate 
AGREE SOMEWHAI waetereteryete ee 2) DISAGREE SOMEWHAT .......5 
AGREE SMULDEN 2actereciates te ee 3 DISAGREE STRONGLY .......6 


-f) Canadian owned companies are less adventurous than U,S, and overseas owned 
companies, 


AGREE@STRONGLY Sec ercc es oe t4—t DIESAGREE Mil eD Ay srmrerererens ara 
AGREEMSOMEWH AIT rete ceterete ets 2 DISAGREE SOMEWHAT .......5 
AGREE SMINEDIN  earstetatetelelerere’o 3 DISAGREE STRONGLY .......6 

~g) The issue of who owns the companies operating in Canada is not important to me. 
AGREEGSTRONGLY Coco scteeee to | DISAGREE MINLDIEY oo. pecs ecct 
AGREE SOMEWHAT: 4). 3.0 ccs ce 2 DISAGREE SOMEWHAT ,......5 
AGREESMINEDIEV tots crate sie ee 3 DISAGREE STRONGLY .......6 


17-a) Do you think the government should do more about foreign ownership of Canadian 
companies? 


YES e@ecreeoneeeaece 46-1 NO eeeoeeereoveeee 2 SKIP TO Q. 16 


-b) Do you think government action is more important for certain industries than 
for other industries? 


WES ASAE iG Vie NO e@eceveevr2eneee 2 


Which industries do you feel are more important? Any others? 





18.; Do you think there is enough U,S, capital in Canada now, or would you like to 
see more U.S, capital invested in Canada? 


ENOUGH NOW idle clsiee se paten DOs 
[EIIKES Om EES MORESz ert rsctere 2 
UNDECIDED eeeeeeeaeoregeaeeee 3 


19. It has been suggested that the government should set up an organization to 
screen the introduction of more foreign capital into this country, with 
the object of checking to see whether or not the investments will serve the 
best interests of Canada, Some people think this is a good idea, Others 
disagree, and say it is not, What is your opinion? 

GOOD @|DEAC ceca near eceest sn 
NO TAS GOODS IDEA sane 2 
UNDECIDEDUS. ceeite .eae ce 3 
Now I'd like to ask you a few questions for classification purposes 
only. 
BASIC DATA 
20. What is your marital status? 
SINGLE e@rceeereoeveaeoveeease2e@ 52-1 
MARR | ED eeeeeevoes ee eaeeeed 2 
WIDOW (ER), DIVORCED, 
SEPARATED e@reeveveeveevreeene4¢ 3 
21. What is your position in the household? 
MALESHEAD 35. bees ae hatna seo at 
FEMALE HEAD eeorescereoeeese 2 
SON e@esceenereeeereeeee0008@ 3 
DAUGH TERT ie alee'a a ofp sa aa a's 4 
OTHER MALE e@eennveaea een eogdeenea 5 
OTMERTREMALE 2, cimipeeta.c ears 6 
22. What is your occupation? 
UNEME LOVED ion taelsisiaeiy eis etiaieie . oO 
NAMEs-OE COMPANY = Sie. ees pee ge ee ee Sie 
TVPENDECJOBS eee” 98 See ee ee ee eel on 
Homemaker On ]lY ,ccscaaceuscoddcoesuunscuenswee va ve 
Homemaker employed outside home? ......cccercocecs 
Part-time? LJ (STATE JOB) 
Ful timeterel «(Stare J0e) ca mee os en eo 

23. What is the occupation of the head of the house? (1F RESPONDENT NOT HEAD OF 
HOUSEHOLD ) 

NAME OF COMPANY : 
TYPE OF JOB: CRA AaA ee ee ee ae et 5 
UNEMPLOYED e@eneweereeoeeneeeeeeoeoeeeaeeaeeeaeeaeee O 

24. What was the name of the last school you attended? How far did you go? 


-9 - 


SOME GRADUATED 


Public/elementary school (Grades 1-8) .....666 58-Y X 
Secondary/high school (Grades 9-13) ..-eeceeee 0 1 
Technical/senior college (above grades 12 or 13) 2 3 
URIVENS 1EV ors «sce es oe cmconleenle sense me naivieasiase 4 5 
NopfonrmaliesChoolliinGitesistelasleletalelsle|« + [1e)0 «le leloleleleleloiolel «cla 6 
Refused Fits. osccmie haaten o0'pries p aiaic o olmunieih wie aie maha inte 7 


Any additional schooling 


Me 


Ye INCOME OF HEAD OF HOUSE 


(HAND CARD “H") In which of these letter groups does the approximate total income 
of the family fall? 


LASMAORGNeM ieee) ge7 2a 


Oe acer vetsevets 2 
Fo op wcie eaeleje 3 
Q 


Reeteters cieremiete 5 
SS asincacaas 6 
ese cts sera tsis 7 
U ceccccecce 8 

piece «sie 3 ee 29 


REFUSED: ¢ cssecescess| SES IMATE 


26 How many people live in this household 18 years and over including yourself, 
other members of your family and anyone else living as part of your household 
who is not a member of your immediate family? 


TOTAL 
18 YEARS AND OVER 


lon) 
Ou kO) (COm me On Nese St 


wD 
m 
mal 
(ex 
wn 
m 
Oo 
~< 
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MAILING ADDRESS: 


PHONE NUMBER: 
NONE: 0 





DATES = 





EMPLOYEE NUMBER: 
TT TNTERVIEWERS SIGNATURE) , a ae 
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